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Tennessee’s Greenbelt Law, also known as the Agricultural, Forest, and Open Space 
(AFOS) Land Act of 1976 (Appendix A), was explored to understand forest landowners’ 
participation in the Greenbelt Program and how counties implement the state’s Greenbelt Law 
as well as to determine if there is variability in the law’s administration. According to 
Tennessee’s property tax database, all counties in Tennessee implement the Greenbelt Law and 
have greenbelt parcels under the agriculture designation (Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury 
2012). However, some counties do not use the law’s forest designation, and few counties use 
the open space classification.  
Property assessors in 14 counties were interviewed and forest landowners enrolled in the 
Greenbelt Program in eight counties were surveyed concerning the Greenbelt Law. Realizing 
that more populated counties would probably have disparities concerning current use and 
market values, we selected counties that were not in metro areas or in the rural-urban interface 
in order to have more consistent demographics and information. Interviews with 
tax assessors revealed inconsistencies in the following: classification of land as agriculture, 
forest, or open space; whether forest management plans (FMPs) for the forest designation were 
required as specified in the state law and; forms used to apply for the Greenbelt Program.  
The Greenbelt Law is implemented and monitored by each of Tennessee’s 95 counties. 
Not surprisingly, each county interprets, implements, and monitors the law somewhat 
differently. Those differences may create concerns about equity, standardization, and 
application of the forest and agriculture designations across the state. Nevertheless, landowners 
enrolled in the Greenbelt Program receive a property tax savings as an incentive not to develop 
properties in order to retain the current-use designation. The disparity of how county assessors 
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implement the statewide greenbelt law limits the ability to assess the law's impact on land 
conservation other than the property tax saving.   
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Greenbelt History  
 
During the 1970s amid fears of urban sprawl and widespread development, many states 
chose to enact “current use” legislation to protect open spaces from development pressures 
by reducing their market assessment in exchange for landowners delaying development of their 
land. Tennessee responded by enacting the Agricultural, Forest and Open Space Act of 1976, 
also known as the Greenbelt Law, to prevent the loss of these undeveloped lands. Urban sprawl 
and economic opportunities are mentioned in the law as motivators for enacting this 
legislation (Appendix A).  
Tennessee’s Greenbelt Law has undergone several changes. The original 1976 law  
required 25 acres of forest or agricultural land to enroll in the Greenbelt Program but did not 
have a maximum limit on the number of acres. However, in 1984, the Greenbelt Law was 
amended, specifying a maximum of 1,500 acres per owner, per county and agriculture lands 
enrolled in the Greenbelt Program before 1984 were exempted. The current 
Greenbelt Law (Appendix B) specifies a 15-acre minimum (in contrast to the original 25-acre 
minimum) and requires a written forest management plan (FMP) for forest land designation 
under the Greenbelt Program. However, the law does not detail the attributes a 
plan must contain, provide funds or guidance for monitoring and enforcing the plan, 
or indicate how much a landowner is expected to pay for such a plan. In contrast, the 
agricultural designation simply involves completing a notarized form attesting to a $1,500 
annual income over any three-year period.   
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The Tennessee State Board of Equalization regulates the Greenbelt Law, which is 
implemented by elected county property assessors in charge of collecting and storing the 
required documentation for enrolling in the Greenbelt Program. The Greenbelt Program is state 
governed but is implemented in each county at the property assessor’s discretion. The property 
assessor determines the value of the property, including the land and improvements such as 
buildings or homes; however, the value of crops, including timber, is not included (Tennessee 
Comptroller of the Treasury, State Board of Equalization 2010). The county commission sets 
the property tax rates based on the county’s projected needs and services for the 
year. Landowners in the county pay the same rate on the assessed property’s value with separate 
rates for residential, farm, and commercial property. Most of county property-tax money funds 
county services (e.g., schools, police, fire departments, roads, etc.).  
The Tennessee Comptroller website says property taxes are based on the appraised value 
multiplied by the assessment ratio, which in the case of farm and forest land is 25%, to get the 
assessed value. The assessed value then gets multiplied by the county, and in some case the city 
tax rate (per $100 of assessed value). The greenbelt value is the reduction in assessed value and 
is calculated by using this formula: Greenbelt = [(use value x 2) + (land schedule value) ]/3 
(TCA 67-5- 1008 Sec. (c)(1)).  
A forest management plan is required by law for the forest designation; however, as 
noted above,  a system is not in place to enforce adherence to that plan.  In an attempt 
to standardize the Greenbelt Program’s implementation, a “Tax Assessor Guide to Greenbelt” 
was published in 2010, with the present version titled the “Greenbelt Manual” (Tennessee 
Comptroller of the Treasury, State Board of Equalization 2019).  The Tennessee Comptroller of 
the Treasury, State Board of Equalization also published a brochure titled “Greenbelt: A 
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Taxpayer’s Guide” in 2010 (Appendix C). This brochure states that “forest land is property of 
15 acres or more used in growing trees under a sound program of sustained yield management 
or with an amount and quality of tree growth that is managed like a forest.” To meet the 
Greenbelt Law’s intent, the assessor considers the following factors: number of acres, amount 
of timber, timber’s actual and potential growth rate, and application of land management 
practices. 
Previous studies reported that many people did not know about the Greenbelt 
Program (Hickman 1982, Leuthold 1991, Brockett et al. 2003), which was thought to 
be underutilized. In 1990, Leuthold documented 2 counties with 10 open space parcels and 18 
counties with 1,334 forest parcels, totaling 0.8% of all greenbelt parcels. The remaining 99.2% 
were classified agricultural. Leuthold also found the largest mean reduction (76%) from market 
value to use value in the urban Williamson and Hamilton Counties and the lowest mean 
reduction (13%) in the rural Bledsoe and Decatur Counties. The average reduction from market 
value to use value was 40.1% across all greenbelt parcels (Leuthold 1991).  
Based on a review of the county parcel data available on the Tennessee Property Data 
website, Tennessee’s Greenbelt Program was widely used in 2012 (Tennessee Comptroller of 
the Treasury, Real Estate Assessment 2012). According to Tennessee’s 2012 Tax Aggregate 
Report, 79.1% of farm parcels were already enrolled in the Greenbelt Program for agriculture, 
forest, and open space (AFOS) (Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury, State Equalization 
Board  2012). Because the majority of landowners were already enrolled in the program, the 
initial research project shifted away from determining why forest landowners were enrolled and 
instead focused on the counties’ implementation of the Greenbelt Law and on landowners’ 
perception of benefits and attitudes toward the law’s effectiveness. 
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The National Timber Tax website (2019) identifies four classifications of taxes affecting 
owners of forest land. Current use or ad valorem property tax is based on the value of services, 
products, or property. Flat property tax is the value per acre of timberland and does not account 
for the land’s value, productivity, or soil. Yield tax and severance tax are collected after the 
timber is harvested; the former is based on the value of the timber harvested, while the latter 
is a flat tax based on volume by distinct product classes of board feet, cords, tons, or local 
millage rates.  
Tennessee’s Greenbelt Program reduces the ad valorem tax by appraising the value of 
land enrolled in the program based on its current use value instead of its market use value as 
developed. In Tennessee, timber is considered an agricultural product, and the value of standing 
timber is not taxed nor does Tennessee have a yield or severance tax on timber. The three land 
categories for Tennessee’s greenbelt classification are agriculture, forest, and open space via a 
conservation easement.   
Other States’ Forest Land Taxes   
A closer examination of some southern states revealed a wide variety of current use 
programs for states with productive timberland or working forests. The discussion below is 
based on information from the National Timber Tax Website (2019). The taxation system for 
forested properties in Tennessee is described in the current law (Appendix B) and a listing of 
the Forest Property Taxation Systems by state is provided in Appendix D. Each state program 
has the same goal of protecting rural lands from development; however, the taxes imposed on 
forest landowners vary among the states.  
Kentucky has a current use ad valorem tax similar to Tennessee’s with all land classified 
as agriculture and with timber considered a crop. However, Kentucky’s law designates the 
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minimum tract size as 10 contiguous acres (although horticultural land can be 5 contiguous 
acres) and no maximum acreage size. Mineral rights and standing timber can be taxed 
separately if owned separately from the surface rights.  
South Carolina also has a current use ad valorem tax similar to Tennessee’s with a 
minimum of 5 acres for forest classification and a minimum of 10 acres for agriculture 
classification. Christmas tree farms can be fewer than 10 acres; however, they must produce a 
minimum of $1,000 for 3 of the 5 taxable years. After a one-time application in South Carolina, 
an individual, partnership, or small business can be classified as agriculture and can be taxed 
at four percent of fair market value (FMV); if not filed, the entity is taxed at six percent of 
FMV, as are corporations classified as agriculture. In South Carolina, “rollback taxes” are the 
savings from the year of conversion and the five preceding years.  
Unlike Tennessee, Alabama does not have a minimum or maximum acreage requirement 
for its current use program. Tennessee’s rural land schedule, which determines current use 
values, is based on soil type and distance to roads, indicating developability. Alabama’s current 
use program considers not only the soil type but also pulpwood’s price and the Federal Land 
Bank’s lending rate. Alabama’s rollback tax is the greater of the sale price or the FMV at the 
time of conversion for the preceding three years of ad valorem taxes. In Alabama, producers of 
forest products pay a severance tax; and processers of those products pay a privilege tax of 
50%. Neither tax directly applies to forest landowners. 
Mississippi taxes forest and agriculture land at 15% of the assessed value, which 
for forest land is derived from a published land schedule based on the number of cubic feet of 
wood the land can produce. Mississippi also has a forest acreage tax of $0.09/year/acre for all 
timbered and uncultivated lands. Like Tennessee, Mississippi exempts growing trees and 
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standing timber from ad valorem taxes. Furthermore, Mississippi has a privilege tax on timber 
sales with rates for each wood product class. 
Georgia’s Conservation Use Program is a 10-year covenant for forest landowners owning 
10 to 2,000 acres. If they agree to delay development, these landowners are taxed at 40% of the 
land’s current use value times the local county millage rate. Georgia does not require a forest 
management plan but imposes a hefty penalty of twice the savings received during the 
covenant’s life. While Tennessee allows a single owner to reach the maximum allowable 
acreage, Georgia has a caveat that a single landowner cannot enter into more than 
one conservation use covenant, even if fewer than 2,000 acres are involved. The conservation 
use value is a weighted average based on capitalization of net income (65%) and comparable 
sales (35%) to which soil productivity is assigned. This  value cannot change more 
than three percent annually during the covenant. Georgia’s severance tax is paid upon the lump 
sum sale of timber and is 100% of the FMV times the local millage rate. The timber sale’s 
volume must be reported quarterly and must be taxed based on the average standing 
timber price schedule.   
Objectives of This Study 
 
 This study had two objectives: 
 
1. Conduct and evaluate interviews of county property assessors to determine their 
perspective on enrolling forest land in the Greenbelt Program. 
Hypotheses:    
a. Forest management plans were required to enroll in the Greenbelt Program. 
b. Each county specified the contents of forest management plans. 
c. The forest management plans were monitored. 
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2. Survey forest landowners enrolled in the Greenbelt Program to evaluate their  
             attitudes toward the program’s effectiveness and benefits. 
Hypotheses: 
a.  Forest landowners receive a tax benefit by enrolling in the Greenbelt Program.  
b.  Forest landowners recognize the Greenbelt Program’s land conservation and    
protection benefits.   





In February 2012, Tennessee’s property database’s georeferenced parcel data were 
obtained from the Tennessee Division of Forestry to evaluate tracts enrolled in the Greenbelt 
Program designated as (AFOS) as well as those forested tracts that were not enrolled in the 
Greenbelt Program. The parcel data also contained addresses of potential participants.  
However, the database did not include metropolitan (urban) counties, which would have to have 
been accessed individually through those counties. In formulating the study design, we decided 
not to investigate those counties even though it was assumed that they would have large 
disparities in current use and market prices. The amount of forest land in these highly-populated 
areas was also much less (< 50%) compared to other land uses. For this study, counties were 
chosen based on the following parameters so that similar demographic comparisons could be 
made: 
• Were at least 50% forested (Schweitzer 1999) 
• Had at least 160 forest greenbelt parcels 
• Were not within the urban-rural interface with major metropolitan/population centers  
• Were dispersed across Tennessee to account for geographic diversity 
• Did not have a majority of their forest land in federal ownership, primarily those 
counties along Tennessee’s eastern boundary within the Cherokee National Forest and 








A two-prong approach involved qualitative interviews with county property assessors and a 
quantitative survey of forest landowners enrolled in the Greenbelt Program. 
County Property Assessor Interviews 
The Tennessee counties chosen for the interviews with county property assessors 
represent four geographical areas: Ridge and Valley, Cumberland Plateau and Mountains, 
Western Highland Rim, and West Tennessee’s Coastal Plain. The county assessors or their staff 
were interviewed to gain information for possibly including the county in the forest landowner 
mail survey. The counties represented a variety of mid-size growing and rural county 
populations to increase the breadth of knowledge of the Greenbelt Law’s statewide 
implementation. 
During the summer of 2012, 14 county property assessor offices (in Campbell, Chester, 
Cumberland, DeKalb, Dickson, Hardin, Hickman, Knox, McMinn, McNairy, Putnam, Rhea, 
Scott, and Wilson Counties) were visited; and questions were asked about the Greenbelt 
Program’s administration. As elected officials, the property assessors were very open to the 
interviews. When a property assessor was not present for the interview, the assessor’s staff were 
interviewed instead. The initial questions and some of the follow-up questions are presented in 
the results section. 
 Landowner Mail Survey 
Based on the previously discussed criteria, the following eight counties (with county 
seats identified) were selected for the forest landowner mail survey: (Chester – Henderson, 
Dickson – Dickson, Hardeman – Bolivar, Hickman – Centerville, McMinn – Athens, Rhea – 
Dayton, Scott – Huntsville, and Sequatchie – Dunlap). Dispersed across the state, those counties 
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represent geographical diversity. Adjacent counties were generally avoided. 
Financial constraints limited the landowner survey to eight counties. For each county 
surveyed, 160 landowners were randomly selected for the survey. Those owners had at least 15 
acres of forest land in the Greenbelt Program and did not own forest land in an adjacent county. 
Landowners owning land in more than one county were not sampled to reduce confusion with 
land owned in other counties in which they may have been enrolled in the Greenbelt Program. 
A sample size of 160 parcels per county was determined following the estimating sample 
size procedures of Israel (2009) and of Cochran and Cox (1957). We sought at least a 25% 
response rate (40 responses) corresponding with a variation’s coefficient of 30% of the mean, 
an allowable error of 10%, and a significance test at the 0.05 level or at 95% accuracy (t-value). 
The number of forested parcels in the selected counties exceeded 160. Thus, to determine 
the 160 parcels for the owners surveyed, the parcels were numbered sequentially in each county 
and selected by a computerized random number generator using pi. Parcels owned by corporate 
entities were discarded and were replaced by additional parcels from the random number 
generator. 
The survey and the multiple waves, based on the Tailored Design Method (Dillman 2007), 
were designed to be short, and easy to complete and return without being too personally 
invasive. To increase the response rate, an incentive was sent with the survey: University of 
Tennessee’s Guide to Common Hardwood Trees, a tree identification booklet from the 
University of Tennessee Extension (Williams 2011). This booklet was chosen because it was 
readily available and was applicable to the landowners’ forested property (thus believed to be 
appreciated by forest landowners receiving the survey). Appendix E-1 to E-3 contains the 
survey and contents of the three waves of the survey. 
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A graphic designer was consulted to make the survey visually appealing in order to 
encourage landowners to participate. After several faculty members, the UT Human 
Dimensions Resources Lab, and local forest landowners tested and reviewed the survey, 
modifications were made to improve it. An application was submitted to the University of 
Tennessee to study human participants; this study was certified to be exempt from IRB review 
under 45 CFR 46 Exempt Category 2. Protocol was followed to separate the response data of 
individuals from their personal identifying information. 
The landowners’ survey included questions about six broad categories: 
• Forest land in the Greenbelt Program 
• Procedures in enrolling forest land in the Greenbelt Program 
• Attitudes toward and experiences with the Greenbelt Program 
• Activities conducted and concerns about forest land in the Greenbelt Program 
• The future of the land 
• Landowner demographics 
Survey Mail Procedures. The survey’s mail procedures involved three waves.  
First Wave: In the first wave, participants received a 3x5 postcard (Appendix E-1) notifying 
them that they had been selected and that a survey was being mailed to them. Participants who 
received the postcard, but did not receive the survey, could request a new survey using the 
contact information on the postcard. 
Second Wave: The second wave of surveys was the booklet of survey questions sent in a 6x9 
white envelope with the University of Tennessee logo in black and white in the upper left-hand 
corner; on the left a few inches below the logo was the following statement: “Participate in 
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Forest Landowner Research, Time-Sensitive Survey Enclosed.” The envelope included a 
5.5x8.5 survey with a full-color cover picturing a forest and six pages of questions. Also 
included in the second-wave packet was a cover letter (with the University of Tennessee logo in 
orange) explaining the survey’s confidentiality and purpose. That packet also included a pocket 
guide to identifying common Tennessee trees, a full-color UT Extension publication, as a thank 
you and an incentive to complete and return the survey. The final item in the second-wave 
packet was a postage-paid reply envelope (Appendix E-2). 
Third Wave: The third wave involved a follow-up post card (Appendix E-3). That postcard 
served as both a thank-you for those who had returned the survey and a reminder for those who 
had not returned the second-wave survey. (A fourth wave was not used because the additional 
cost would have outweighed the benefits of receiving responses from such a small percentage of 
people.) 
Timing of Survey Waves 
The first-wave post card was mailed first class on Friday, November 2, 2012. On 
Monday, November 5, 2012, the second-wave survey with cover letter and pocket-sized tree 
identification was mailed using non-profit bulk mail. A total of 160 surveys were mailed to each 
of 8 Tennessee counties (Chester, Hardeman, Hickman, Dickson, Sequatchie, McMinn, Rhea, 
and Scott). Two test surveys were mailed (a) to gauge when surveys were being received in 
different parts of the state because the timing of the survey’s different waves could have 
influenced survey responses and (b) to ensure that the survey packages sent by bulk mail were 
received in sequence. (Tuesday, November 6, 2012, was Election Day; and Monday, November 
12 was Veterans Day.) The third-wave post card was sent on Tuesday, November 13, 2012, 
using first-class mail. 
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Replacement surveys (17 total) were mailed immediately after acknowledged by phone 
or email that they had received the third-wave postcard but had not received the second-wave 
survey. The three waves quick timing was intentional to get the survey in the participants’ hands 
before the Thanksgiving and Christmas holidays when families are generally busy and receive a 
lot of holiday sales circulars and mail from charities. Two completed surveys were received on 
Monday November 12, 2012, with the bulk of the surveys coming in the week before and the 
week after Thanksgiving. The survey responses were analyzed using SPSS 21, and the results 
were compiled. Intra-county comparisons were made to determine if differences in responses 
varied among counties.  
  





 County Property Assessor Interviews 
 
In the summer of 2012, 14 property assessor offices across Tennessee were visited to 
determine how each county approached and implemented the Greenbelt Program. The program 
literature varied widely as did the forms used to enroll forest landowners. Several counties had 
the literature on the counter in the property assessor’s office; other counties had the literature 
available in the office, but it had to be requested. All the visited counties provided application 
forms for the Greenbelt Program. One county had application forms in the office for agriculture 
designations but not for forest designation. Hickman County created its own application, which 
the state approved, and which other property assessors could use. This form was all that was 
needed to enroll in the program for a forest designation; a forest management plan was not 
required. Wilson County near Nashville had a high volume of requests for forest designation 
applications, but the Tennessee Division of Forestry was no longer providing free written 
management plans for that county. As a result, the Wilson County assessor decided not to 
require forest management plans and listed all greenbelts as agriculture.  
Several of the property assessors used the non-productive land category. In the counties 
interviewed, about five percent of the land was classified as non-productive and, thus, had a 
lower tax rate. The same was true for home sites in a greenbelt. Normally a house site is one 
acre for tax purposes in a greenbelt; however, a few counties listed mobile homes as either one-
fourth or one-half acre. The acre that a home is on is taxed at full market value and does not 
receive greenbelt status. Therefore, smaller house sites in a greenbelt result in lower property 
tax value and, ultimately, in lower property taxes. Examples of rural land schedules and current 
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use schedules for Hickman and Wilson Counties, along with an example of property tax bills 
and savings for forest and farmland in Hickman & Wilson Counties are in Appendix F. In 
Hickman County the market value of crop land is fast approaching the current use value and 
with the statutory maximum increase of 6%, the current use or Greenbelt Value could surpass 
the market value of the land. 
Among the counties interviewed, there was variation in how the county assessor 
implemented the Greenbelt Law for forest land. Assessor interviews revealed that some counties 
did not promote forest greenbelt. Forest management plans’ (FMP) content and length varied 
for forest greenbelt applications. Often forests were designated as agriculture because of less 
paperwork and lower cost to enroll. Other county assessors required detailed receipts to prove a 
farm’s required average annual income of $1,500 over any three-year period.  
Many tax assessors’ offices required a FMP, which could often be obtained for free from 
the Tennessee Division of Forestry. The FMP’s required length varied widely among counties. 
Several counties would accept a one-page document from a forester, while others required three 
to five pages with maps. Still other counties allowed people to write their own plan for free 
while others required a consulting forester, who charged a fee, to write the plan. In one rural 
county with low development opportunities and very limited commercial industries, the current 
use value in 2012 surpassed the market value if the state or the property assessor did not adjust 
the formula. The questions asked of the property assessors is in Appendix G and the findings 
from the interviews are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1. County assessors’ responses to questions about greenbelt implementation (2012) 
Assessor Questions Campbell Chester Cumberland DeKalb Dickson Hardin Hickman Knox McMinn McNairy Putnam Rhea Scott Wilson 
Forest greenbelt form 
available in office 
Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes 
Forest management plan 
(FMP) required 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No 
Length of plan 1 1-2 1-2 + 2+ 1 1  1 5-10   5-10 1  
Written by a professional 
forester  
No Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes   Yes Yes No 
Signed by a professional 
forester  
No Yes  Yes No No No Yes Yes   Yes Yes No 
Aerial photograph required No No No No No No No No No No   No  
Map required  No No No No No No No No Yes No  Yes No  
Timber or yield inventory 
required  
No No No No No No No No No No  Yes No  
Greenbelt literature 
available in office 
Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes   
Estimated FMP cost         $200-
$400 
     
Register of deeds filing fee  $12.50 $12 $12  $12 $12 $12 $12 $12 $12   $12 $12 
Physically review forest  
greenbelt parcels 
        No No   No  
Accept parcels containing 
fewer than 15 acres  
No No No  No    No No   No No 
Require landowners to 
adhere to their FMP  
No No      No No No   No No 
Monitor forest greenbelts 
for following FMP 
No No No    No  No No   No No 
Monitor farm income for 
agriculture greenbelts 
No Yes   No  Yes  No No  No No No 
Require IRS schedule  
F(Farm)-Form 
No Yes No No No    No No No No No No 
Keep FMPs on file  Yes Yes Yes    No  Yes No  Yes Yes No 
Keep IRS schedule 
F(Farm)-Forms on file 
 Yes No      No No No  No No 
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Most counties required a FMP to enroll in the Greenbelt Program under the forest 
designation. However, the FMP’s content varied regarding who composed the plan. Application 
procedures and application forms (Table 1) were heterogenous among the interviewed counties. 
Forest greenbelt parcels were not monitored or enforced. Two of the counties interviewed, Rhea 
and McMinn, required extensive FMPs that were written and signed by a professional forester. 
Findings regarding each of the counties property assessor interviews are summarized below. 
Campbell County  
• Requires a management plan, written by a state forester or the landowner 
• Does not require landowners to adhere to the plan 
Chester County  
• Monitors farm income and receipts    
• Keeps forest management plans on file 
• Five percent of parcels listed as non-productive and valued at $50/acre  
• Wishes Greenbelt Program would be eliminated, or counties implement the same  
• State audits check for notarized greenbelt form but not for forest management plan 
DeKalb County  
• Requires a forest management plan longer than two pages 
• Forest greenbelt form unavailable in the assessor’s office 
• Wooded tracts listed as agricultural greenbelt 
Dickson County  
• Requires one-page management plan, which can be written by landowners (i.e., does not 
have to be written or signed by a professional forester) 
• Has some non-productive lands designated as swamps and appraised at $50/acre 
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Hardin County  
• 10% of parcel listed as non-productive and valued at $25/acre 
• Forest management plans were required 
Hickman County  
• Does not require a forest management plan  
• Has created a unique forest greenbelt form with forest management goals  
Knox County  
• Requires one-page management plan written and signed by a professional forester 
• Example: 22 acres listed as residential with 11 acres of woodlands, a barn, and a donkey 
(should be classified as farm, even if assessment rate is the same as residential) 
McMinn County 
• Requires 5- to 10-page management plan written and signed by a professional forester 
• Reported fees for forest management plans ranging from $200 to $400 
• Home sites one-half acre and mobile homes one-fourth acre 
• Land market value rose 83% from 2003 to 2008 
• Greenbelt values rose 6% per year or 30% from 2003 to 2008 
McNairy County 
• One acre for home-improvement site, less for a mobile home, two acres for big homes 
• 10% of parcel listed as non-productive and valued at $100/acre  
• Wanted the state to mandate what landowners must have as proof and that the 
requirements to both enter and stay in the Greenbelt Program should be the same 
• Thought that 50% savings was too much and that landowners should be required to 
prove they are doing something (requiring the state’s backing) 
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• Did not want the 1,500-acre maximum to increase 
Putnam County 
• No forest greenbelt parcels because no one had asked  
o If someone did ask, they would need a one-page forest management plan. 
o The plan would not include timber volumes or prices because the assessor said a 
separate charge is required for that information.  
• Example: On 32.5 acres in Cookeville, the county rollback taxes were $15,233 and the 
city rollback taxes were $4,881 in 2011. 
Rhea County 
• One-half acre for home-improvement site, one-fourth acre for mobile homes 
• Required a forest management plan (5 to 10 pages), written and signed by a professional 
forester 
• More people sign up for agricultural greenbelt because it is an easier process 
Scott County 
• In 2011, the Tennessee Division of Property Assessments required people in the 
agriculture greenbelt who should be classified in the Forest Greenbelt Program to re-
enroll and most did. 
• A one-page plan is required (written and signed by professional forester). 
• All plans appeared to be the same one-page letter from the Tennessee Division of 
Forestry (TDF) area forester with the landowner’s name and address changed. 
Wilson County 
• Because TDF no longer writes forest greenbelt plans, a plan is not required.  
• There is not enough staff to determine forest or agriculture use. 
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Cumberland County  
• Forest greenbelt plans are good for ten years.  
(Records of when every forest greenbelt plan expires are kept, and owners  
of forest greenbelts are sent letters to establish a new plan every 10 years.) 
• Does not monitor to see if people are following the plan 
• Parcels over 15 acres automatically go into farm category. 
Forest Greenbelt Application Forms (2019) 
According to Greenbelt: A Taxpayer’s Guide, “A forest management plan is required to  
maintain a forest classification.”  However, six counties (Decatur, Houston, Wayne, Lawrence, 
Coffee, Hickman, and McNairy) have a county-specific application form or forest designation, 
do not require a FMP, and do not specify that a tract be at least 15 acres (Tennessee Comptroller 
of the Treasury, State Board of Equalization 2019). McNairy County (Appendix H) has a 
county-specific form for agriculture that has different criteria for proof of income and also has a 
unique forest greenbelt application form with a required one-page FMP template similar to the 
form letters the Tennessee Division of Forestry area foresters provide to landowners for 
enrollment in the Forest Greenbelt Program. Copies of the Greenbelt Program’s application 
forms for various counties are in Appendix H. The Tennessee Division of Forestry wrote free 
Greenbelt plans, see Appendix I for a form letter used, however this practice could not keep up 
with demand and TDF no longer writes Greenbelt plans. Because free plans from TDF were no 
longer being provided, Wilson County wanted to be fair to everyone applying for Greenbelt and 
stopped requiring a written forest management plan. Appendix J is a copy of the FMP template 
from the Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury, State Board of Equalization (2019). 
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Forest Landowner Surveys  
 
The forest landowner survey had four main goals which were to evaluate the awareness 
of the Greenbelt Program, determine if they were active land managers, assess their opinions of 
the Greenbelt Program’s intent as a conservation tool, and determine the program’s enrollment 
and forest management components. Some respondents did not respond to some questions; 
therefore, the response rate for each question differed. P-values less than an alpha level of 0.05 
are considered significant. Landowner responses were assessed using chi-square to determine if 
differences existed among counties. Response data were entered by the University of 
Tennessee’s Human Dimensions Lab whose personnel have extensive experience in both 
coding and entering large surveys. The raw data for this survey is in a supplemental file titled, 
2012 Greenbelt Forest Landowner Survey Raw Data.  
Forest Greenbelt Landowner Survey Summary 
  
 The 160 surveys were sent to each of the 8 counties across Tennessee, 523 out of 1,280 
responded, resulting in a 40% response rate. The survey respondents owned 71,366 acres with 
an average ownership size of 144 acres; this included 52,981 wooded acres. Forty-five % of the 
landowners reported living on their property; 55% do not live on their property, instead living 
an average of 100 miles from their property.  
 The age of respondents ranged from 28 to 91years old with average age in the early 60s. Of 
the respondents 80% purchased their property while 15% inherited their forest land. Single 
individuals made 41% of the ownership, while 57% own it as a family. Of the respondents, 76% 
were male, 42% were retired, 29% work full-time, 45% have a college or professional degree, 
and 79% are married. Access to the Internet was assessed and respondents could select more 
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than one method of Internet; 74% reported using the Internet on a computer, 24% use the 
Internet on their phones, and 24% of respondents do not use the Internet at all.  
 Most respondents learned about the Greenbelt Program from the property assessor (38%) 
and from friends and family (36%). The majority of respondents (87%) agreed that enrolling in 
the Forest Greenbelt Program was fairly easy. Reasons for owning land in Forest Greenbelt 
were as a place to enjoy nature (43%), prefer a rural lifestyle (37%), a legacy to pass on to heirs 
(37%), stewardship (35%), hunting (26%), land investment (19%), timber investment (17%), 
and as a vacation home (9%). 
 Respondents activities on their forest land included; 62% personally hunt on their land; 
45% have planted food plots; 42% have built roads; 53% have planted trees; 24% have sold 
timber while 28% reported they will not sell their timber. Forest management plans were 
obtained and followed by 36% of respondents while 25% do not follow a written forest 
management plan. Of the respondents, 36% were not required to provide additional 
documentation to enroll in the Forest Greenbelt Program. Of those respondents required to have 
a plan, 34% had plans written by Tennessee Division of Forestry personnel, 19% by a 
consulting forester, and 21% wrote their own plans. Only 45 landowners reported their plan 
costs, which varied from $100 to $1,500. 
Income needs varied among respondents, with 74% reporting they do not need income from 
their forest land to maintain ownership while 10% do require an income from their land. The 
majority of respondents (73%) said that none of their annual income comes from their forest 
land that is in the greenbelt. Half of the respondents (52%) reported never receiving an income 
from their forest land, while 25% receive an income from their forestland once or twice in a 
lifetime, and only 4% receive an annual income from their forest land. 
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The majority of respondents (65%) agreed that they would manage their forest land the 
same without being enrolled in the Greenbelt Program, while 17% disagreed. About half of the 
respondents (53%) agreed that the property tax savings allows them to maintain ownership of 
their land, while 27% disagreed. Only 58% agreed that over the course of their lifetime they will 
profit from being a forest landowner, while 18% disagreed. 
Acreage eligibility was assessed and 41% agreed that landowners with fewer than 15 acres 
should be eligible to enroll in the Greenbelt Program, while 19% disagreed. Respondent were 
asked if landowners should be allowed to enroll more than 1,500 acres per county, with 45% in 
agreement and 18% disagreed. 
Opinions about taxes were assessed and 55% were very concerned about rising property 
taxes and 41% were very concerned about estate and inheritance taxes. Only 20% of 
respondents thought the rollback tax was an effective way to keep them from selling or 
developing their land. Participation in a third-party stewardship program was assessed and only 
15% agreed they would pay an annual fee up to $100 to be certified and only if required by the 
Greenbelt Program, while 63% disagreed. 
Expectation about the future of respondents forest land was assessed and 50% do not expect 
to sell their forest land in their lifetime; 22% expect the land to be sold after their lifetime; 58% 
have an estate plan to transfer ownership to their heirs, while 42% do not; and 15% of 
respondents do not have heirs interested in keeping the land as a forest. 
Forest Landowner Survey Analysis  
We received 523 responses out of 1,280 for a 40.9% response rate; however, as 
previously noted, not every respondent answered every question; therefore, N values vary by 
question. Respondents owned a total of 69,355 acres with an average of 144 acres; 51,797 acres 
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were wooded (Table 2). The results are based on the surveyed landowners whose entire acreage 
was enrolled in the Greenbelt Program. Many people were excited about the survey and wrote 
lengthy comments on the back of it; several people also commented that they liked the tree 
identification booklet. The following focuses on the key findings from the survey and is not an 
exhaustive look into each question asked. 
 
 
Table 2. Survey responses by county with wooded and total acres in forest greenbelt 
 
Total acres owned Total wooded acres 







hester 147.76 5,910.50 41 99.71 3,390.00 41 
Dickson 87.40 6,118.24 71 61.21 4,223.77 71 
Hardeman 163.31 8,818.67 57 121.47 6,195.00 57 
Hickman 191.69 10,926.16 60 142.56 7,698.20 60 
McMinn 158.04 10,746.83 72 122.48 7,838.71 72 
Rhea 153.25 9,194.90 62 131.32 7,616.60 62 
Scott 158.21 10,758.35 68 148.25 9,340.00 68 
Sequatchie 109.23 6,881.19 65 94.73 5,494.50 65 




Because the survey was sent to a random sample of parcel owners, means were 
compared for the eight counties (Table 3). 
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics for respondents by acreage size and county  















Chester 40 147.7625 168.56596 26.6526 93.8525 201.6725 16.30 720.00 
Dickson 70 87.4034 117.28444 14.0182 59.4379 115.3689 16.00 525.00 
Hardeman 54 163.3087 269.60750 36.6889 89.7200 236.8974 15.00 1400.00 
Hickman 57 191.6870 250.87602 33.2293 125.1206 258.2534 17.09 1500.00 
McMinn 68 158.0416 616.42228 74.7522 8.8356 307.2476 15.80 4900.00 
Rhea 60 153.2483 213.68899 27.5871 98.0466 208.4501 16.00 1000.00 
Scott 68 158.2110 262.60949 31.8461 94.6460 221.7761 15.90 1800.00 
Sequatchie 63 109.2252 217.05153 27.3459 54.5615 163.8890 15.00 1500.00 
Total 480 144.4893 308.58031 14.0847 116.8138 172.1647 15.00 4900.00 
 
 
An  ANOVA  was run to see if county-level differences existed among the sampled 
populations and their acreage size.  No significant differences were found (Table 4). 
 
 
Table 4. ANOVA for between-county comparisons for the sampled acres owned 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 482883.926 7 68983.418 .722 .654 
Within Groups 45128362.863 472 95610.938   




Reasons for Owning Forest Land 
Landowners’ reasons for owning forest land (in response to Question 7) are in Table 5 
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(scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not Important” and 5 being “Extremely Important”). The reasons 
with the highest means are the following: place to enjoy nature (4.01), stewardship of the land 
(3.79), and prefer a rural lifestyle (3.78). The reason with the lowest mean for owning land in 




Table 5. Respondents’ reasons for owning forest land  
 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Nature 488 1.00 5.00 4.0123 1.07799 
Stewardship 453 1.00 5.00 3.7991 1.16429 
Rural Lifestyle 476 1.00 5.00 3.7836 1.23690 
Legacy 473 1.00 5.00 3.6913 1.30590 
Land Investment 463 1.00 5.00 3.3369 1.22513 
Hunting 466 1.00 5.00 3.0451 1.55477 
Timber Investment 466 1.00 5.00 2.9013 1.37525 
Vacation 417 1.00 5.00 1.9736 1.33797 





A multivariate analysis of valiance (MANOVA) was used to determine if reasons for 
land ownership differed among counties. The results were significant F(56,2024)=1.844, 
p<.001, indicating at least one reason for owning land in a forest greenbelt differed by county. 
To determine which counties differed in their landowners’ reasons for owning land, individual 
ANOVAs were computed. Hunting (p<.001) and timber investment (p=.001) were the only 
reasons that differed by county (Table 6). 
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Table 6. ANOVAs for county differences regarding reasons for owning forest land  
 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Dependent Variable 
Type III Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Nature 2.396a 7 .342 .293 .957 
Rural 10.595b 7 1.514 .975 .449 
Vacation 23.949c 7 3.421 1.955 .060 
Stewardship 8.211d 7 1.173 .851 .546 
Hunting* 92.846e 7 13.264 5.911 .000 
Timber investment* 43.142f 7 6.163 3.337 .002 
Land investment 15.629g 7 2.233 1.525 .157 





The means for hunting and timber investment by county were grouped into homogenous 
subsets based on Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) test. In Table 7, means in the 
same column are similar; if two means do not appear in the same column, they are significantly 
different. Landowners’ responses in Sequatchie County significantly differed from those in 
Chester, Hardeman, Hickman, and Rhea Counties in terms of owning land for hunting. 
Landowners in Sequatchie County were the least likely to own land because of hunting. 
Landowners in Hickman County and Hardeman Counties were more likely to own land for 
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1 2 3 
Sequatchie 52 2.1154   
McMinn 57 2.5965 2.5965  
Scott 55 2.8727 2.8727 2.8727 
Dickson 57 2.8947 2.8947 2.8947 
Rhea 45 2.9778 2.9778 2.9778 
Chester 33  3.5152 3.5152 
Hickman 45  3.5333 3.5333 
Hardeman 46   3.5870 





Also, for Question 7, the means for timber investment are grouped into homogenous 
subsets based on Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) test (Table 8). Landowners in 
Sequatchie County were less likely to own land for timber investment than those in Scott, 
Hickman, Chester, and Hardeman Counties. 
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Sequatchie 52 2.0962  
Rhea 45 2.7778 2.7778 
McMinn 57 2.8947 2.8947 
Dickson 57 2.9298 2.9298 
Scott 55  3.0182 
Hickman 45  3.0444 
Chester 33  3.1515 
Hardeman 46  3.2826 
Sig.  .059 .614 
 
 
Pearson correlation was used to determine if a relationship existed between the reason 
for owning land and acreage size. Landowners with larger acreages (Table 9) tended to own 
land for hunting (r=.104, p=.027), timber investment (r=.174, p<.001), and land investment 
(r=.155, p=.001). 
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Table 9. Pearson correlation test for reasons for owning forest land 
 
Total acres owned 
Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) N 
Nature -.056 .223 476 
Rural Lifestyle -.050 .286 465 
Vacation .085 .086 410 
Stewardship .025 .599 441 
Hunting .104 .027 455 
Timber invest .174 .000 457 
Land invest .155 .001 453 
Legacy .006 .902 462 
 
 
Awareness of the Greenbelt Program 
Question 8 asked survey participants how they first learned about the Greenbelt 
Program. Common sources were family/friends 36.2% and property assessor at 37.8% (Table 
10). To determine if there were county differences, a chi-square test was computed; however, no 
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Table 10. How landowners first learned about the Greenbelt Program  
 Frequency  Percent 
Property Assessor 165  37.8 
County Extension Agent 23  5.3 
TN Division of Forestry 24  5.5 
Family/Friends 158  36.2 
Forester/Farmer 19  4.3 
Real Estate Agent 23  5.3 
Farm Bureau 6  1.4 
Other 19  4.3 






Documentation for Enrollment 
 
Question 9 asked landowners what documentation they were required to enroll in 
Greenbelt Program forest designation. As shown in Table 11, 48% were required to provide a 
FMP (including soil maps, objectives, and prescriptions), 15.7% were required to have a one-to-




Table 11. Documentation requirements for the Greenbelt Program’s forest designation 
 Frequency Percent 
No additional documentation 111 36.3 
Description of forest land (1-3 pages) 48 15.7 
Forest management plan 147 48.0 
Total 306 100.0 
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To determine if documentation requirements for enrolling in the Greenbelt Program 
(with a forest designation) differed by county, a chi-square test was used. As shown in Table 12, 
the test results indicated significant county differences for those requirements (chi-square = 
63.652, df = 14, p < .001). For example, landowners in Hickman (74.2%) and Rhea (55.9%) 
Counties were significantly more likely not to need additional documentation. Hickman County 
created its own form for the Greenbelt Program’s forest designation to eliminate additional 
documentation (see Appendix H). In addition, Scott (72.9%) and Sequatchie (68.9%) Counties 
were significantly more likely to require a forest management plan. 
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County Chester Count 10 4 9 23 
Within county % 43.5% 17.4% 39.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual .8 .3 -.9  
Dickson Count 14 11 26 51 
Within county % 27.5% 21.6% 51.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -1.4 1.3 .4  
Hardeman Count 13 6 6 25 
Within county % 52.0% 24.0% 24.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 1.7 1.2 -2.5  
Hickman Count 23 7 1 31 
Within county % 74.2% 22.6% 3.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 4.6 1.2 -5.3  
McMinn Count 12 4 25 41 
Within county % 29.3% 9.8% 61.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -1.0 -1.1 1.7  
Rhea Count 19 4 11 34 
Within county % 55.9% 11.8% 32.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.5 -.6 -2.0  
Scott Count 8 5 35 48 
Within county % 16.7% 10.4% 72.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -3.1 -1.1 3.7  
Sequatchie Count 9 5 31 45 
Within county % 20.0% 11.1% 68.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.5 -.9 3.0  
Total Count 108 46 144 298 
% within county 
combined 




Question 10 asked survey participants if they provided written documentation about 
their forest land as a requirement for enrolling in the Greenbelt Program. As shown in Table 13, 
26.6% did not provide written documentation as a requirement for enrollment. Of the 73.4% 
who did provide written documentation, 20.5% wrote their own plans, 33.8% were written by 
the Tennessee Division of Forestry, and 19.1% were written by a consulting forester. 
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Table 13. Authors of greenbelt plans 
 Frequency Percent 
Yes, TN Div. of Forestry 99 33.8 
Yes, Consulting Forester 56 19.1 
Yes, I wrote my own Greenbelt Plan 60 20.5 
No Greenbelt Plan 78 26.6 
Total 293 100.0 
 
 
Based on a chi-square test, significant differences were found among counties for 
written documentation (chi-square = 194.612, df = 21, p < .001). Landowners in Scott County 
(68.9%) were more likely to have used the Tennessee Division of Forestry to obtain written 
documentation. Landowners in McMinn County (37.8%) and Sequatchie County (47.7%) were 
more likely to have used a consulting forester. Dickson County’s landowners (72.2%) were 
more likely to have written their own plans. In contrast, landowners in Chester County (50%), 
Hardeman County (52.4%), Hickman County (50%), and Rhea County (44.1%) were more 
likely to have not provided additional documentation (Table 14 & 15). 
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Plan No  
County Chester Count 3 5 2 10 20 
Within county % 15.0% 25.0% 10.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -1.9 .7 -1.2 2.6  
Dickson Count 10 0 39 5 54 
Within county % 18.5% 0.0% 72.2% 9.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.7 -4.0 10.4 -3.1  
Hardeman Count 5 0 5 11 21 
Within county % 23.8% 0.0% 23.8% 52.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -1.1 -2.3 .4 2.9  
Hickman Count 7 0 5 12 24 
Within county % 29.2% 0.0% 20.8% 50.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.6 -2.5 .0 2.9  
McMinn Count 16 17 2 10 45 
Within county % 35.6% 37.8% 4.4% 22.2% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual .2 3.4 -2.9 -.6  
Rhea Count 10 6 3 15 34 
Within county % 29.4% 17.6% 8.8% 44.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.7 -.3 -1.8 2.6  
Scott Count 30 6 3 4 43 
Within county % 69.8% 14.0% 7.0% 9.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 5.3 -1.0 -2.4 -2.7  
Sequatchie Count 17 21 0 6 44 
Within county % 38.6% 47.7% 0.0% 13.6% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual .6 5.2 -3.7 -2.0  
Total Count 98 55 59 73 285 
Within county % 34.4% 19.3% 20.7% 25.6% 100.0% 
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forest land FMP Total 
County Chester Count 10 4 9 23 
% within County 43.5% 17.4% 39.1% 100.0% 
% within Question 9 9.3% 8.7% 6.3% 7.7% 
Adjusted Residual .8 .3 -.9  
Dickson Count 14 11 26 51 
% within County 27.5% 21.6% 51.0% 100.0% 
% within Question 9 13.0% 23.9% 18.1% 17.1% 
Adjusted Residual -1.4 1.3 .4  
Hardeman Count 13 6 6 25 
% within County 52.0% 24.0% 24.0% 100.0% 
% within Question 9 12.0% 13.0% 4.2% 8.4% 
Adjusted Residual 1.7 1.2 -2.5  
Hickman Count 23 7 1 31 
% within County 74.2% 22.6% 3.2% 100.0% 
% within Question 9 21.3% 15.2% 0.7% 10.4% 
Adjusted Residual 4.6 1.2 -5.3  
McMinn Count 12 4 25 41 
% within County 29.3% 9.8% 61.0% 100.0% 
% within Question 9 11.1% 8.7% 17.4% 13.8% 
Adjusted Residual -1.0 -1.1 1.7  
Rhea Count 19 4 11 34 
% within County 55.9% 11.8% 32.4% 100.0% 
% within Question 9 17.6% 8.7% 7.6% 11.4% 
Adjusted Residual 2.5 -.6 -2.0  
Scott Count 8 5 35 48 
% within County 16.7% 10.4% 72.9% 100.0% 
% within Question 9 7.4% 10.9% 24.3% 16.1% 
Adjusted Residual -3.1 -1.1 3.7  
Sequatchie Count 9 5 31 45 
% within County 20.0% 11.1% 68.9% 100.0% 
% within Question 9 8.3% 10.9% 21.5% 15.1% 
Adjusted Residual -2.5 -.9 3.0  
Total Count 108 46 144 298 
% within County 36.2% 15.4% 48.3% 100.0% 









Based on the survey responses, 25.4% of landowners expected to receive income from 
their land once or twice in their lifetime, 18.5% expected to receive an income from their forest 
   
 
 40 
land once in 2 to 20 years, while only 3.9% of the landowners were actually receiving an annual 
income from their forest land. Because the majority of landowners (77.7%) never or 
infrequently received income from their forest land, differences for county comparisons were 
not analyzed. Of the 82 landowners who said they earned income from their forest land; the 
average annual income was 5.5% of their total income. Only 17.3% of survey participants said 





Table 16. Frequency of income from forest land 
 
 Frequency Percent 
 Annually 19 3.9 
Once every 2 to 5 years 13 2.6 
Once every 6 to 10 years 18 3.7 
Once every 11 to 20 years 60 12.2 
Once or twice in a lifetime 125 25.4 
Never 258 52.3 
Total 493 100.0 
 
 
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine if significant differences 
existed among landowners’ acreage when determining how often landowners expected to 
receive an income from their land. The ANOVA found significant differences F(5,474) = 
10.088, p<0.001 (Table 17).  
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Table 17. Average acreage of landowners expecting an income from their land 
 N Mean Std. Deviation 
Annually 17 333.0371 301.49651 
Once every 2 to 5 years 13 294.0000 396.96998 
Once every 6 to 10 years 17 486.8471 1168.93451 
Once every 11 to 20 years 59 222.8422 327.39509 
Once or twice in a lifetime 123 153.3479 206.99429 
Never 251 77.8689 133.36991 




For Question 11, on how often landowners receive an income from their forest land 
(Question 11), a turkey’s comparison is shown in Table 18, and means in the same column do 
not significantly differ. Landowners who receive income annually (Mean = 333.03 acres), once 
every 2 to 5 years (Mean = 294.00 acres), or once every 6 to 10 years (Mean = 486.85 acres) 
tend to have significantly more acreage. 
 
 
Table 18. Average acreage size by how often landowners expect to harvest timber 
Tukey HSD  
Question 11: Income N 
Subset for alpha = 0.05 
1 2 3 
Never 251 77.8689   
Once or twice in a lifetime 123 153.3479 153.3479  
Once every 11 - 20 years 59 222.8422 222.8422  
Once every 2 to 5 years 13 294.0000 294.0000 294.0000 
Annually 17  333.0371 333.0371 
Once every 6 to 10 years 17   486.8471 
Sig.  .079 .224 .159 
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However, as shown in Table 19, when acreage size increased, the percentage of annual 
household income from forest land decreased. 
 
 
Table 19. Correlations of acreage size with percent of annual income from forest land 
 Acres owned Income (Question 11) 
Total acres owned Pearson Correlation 1 -.277** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 494 480 
Income (Question 11) Pearson Correlation -.277** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  




Attitudes toward and Experiences with the Greenbelt Program 
Question 14 asked landowners to indicate their attitudes toward and experiences with the 
Greenbelt Program. The responses were ranked on a Likert scale of 1 to 5 (1 = Strongly 
Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = No Opinion, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree). The responses with 
the highest mean indicate agreement with the statement, and those with the lowest mean 
indicate disagreement (Table 20). Landowners had the highest agreement regarding the 
following statements: “Maintaining privately owned forest land is important for protecting the 
environment” (4.47), “Forest greenbelt is an effective program to keep privately owned land in 
forests” (4.35), “The forest greenbelt program benefits society” (4.26), and “Enrolling in the 
forest greenbelt was fairly easy” (3.94). The highest disagreement was found regarding the 
following statements: “I require an income from my forest land to maintain ownership of my 
land” (2.11), “I would be willing to pay an annual fee of up to $100 to have my forest land 
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certified as being sustainably managed if required by greenbelt” (2.34), and “I would sell my 
forest land without the property tax savings from greenbelt” (2.48). 
 
Table 20. Forest landowners’ attitudes toward and experiences with the Greenbelt Program 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Protect environment 513 1.00 5.00 4.4737 .64635 
Effective program 508 2.00 5.00 4.3504 .67299 
Benefits society 507 1.00 5.00 4.2643 .69240 
Easy enrollment  492 1.00 5.00 3.9614 .65440 
Manage same without tax savings 504 1.00 5.00 3.5556 .96091 
Financially profitable 503 1.00 5.00 3.4851 1.00955 
Rollback tax 498 1.00 5.00 3.4177 1.02005 
Savings retainment 505 1.00 5.00 3.3386 1.15220 
Allow more than 1500 acres 498 1.00 5.00 3.3373 .99225 
Allow fewer than 15 acres 502 1.00 5.00 3.2590 .95019 
Written plan 483 1.00 5.00 3.1553 .95038 
Obtain written plan 492 1.00 5.00 3.0793 1.03887 
Develop pressure 500 1.00 5.00 3.0060 .93794 
Would sell without savings 495 1.00 5.00 2.4768 1.03333 
Willingness to pay fee 499 1.00 5.00 2.3447 1.01268 
Require income 500 1.00 5.00 2.1100 .98582 




Landowners who were agreeable to following a written FMP (Question 14) were 
analyzed in terms of the activities completed on their land. Significant positive correlations were 
found for all activities except for hunting (both personal and leased) and for building a home. A 
weak correlation was found for selling timber (Table 21). 
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Table 21. Correlations of activities completed by landowners who follow a written FMP 
 Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) N 
Plant trees .235 .000 457 
Native grasses .245 .000 445 
Food plots .209 .000 447 
Control invasives .283 .000 440 
Control insects .180 .000 438 
Control burn .119 .012 443 
Cut firewood .145 .002 448 
Build home .064 .172 452 
Sell timber .094 .047 449 
Personal hunting .046 .327 456 
Hunting leases .051 .280 450 
Build roads .232 .000 457 
Protect water .285 .000 454 
Maintain property boundaries .184 .000 457 





The level of agreement of landowners to follow a written FMP (Question 14) was 
compared to their concerns for their land in the forest greenbelt. Significant positive correlations 
were found for loss of rural land to development, loss of markets for forest products, urban 
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Table 22. Correlations for concerns of landowners with a written FMP that they follow 
 Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) N 
Loss of rural land .202 .000 468 
Loss of forest markets .179 .000 456 
Urban sprawl .190 .000 452 
Increased property taxes .068 .142 470 
Invasive plants .160 .001 454 
Insects & disease .117 .011 468 
Natural damage .104 .025 461 
Trespassers .102 .028 465 
Extreme weather .109 .020 456 
Estate & inheritance taxes  .049 .291 467 
Boundary issues .063 .178 465 
 
 
A MANOVA test was also computed to determine if county differences were revealed 
in forest landowners’ attitudes toward and experiences with the Greenbelt Program. The 
analysis indicated there were county differences F(105,2480)=1.493, p=.001 in at least one 
attitude/experience, prompting pairwise comparisons of significant results to evaluate how 
counties differed. Individual ANOVAs were computed to determine which attitudes/experiences 
differed by county (Table 23). Two statements were significant: “I have a written plan that I 
follow” (p = .002), and “Landowners with fewer than 15 acres of forest land should be eligible 
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Table 23. Individual ANOVAs for forest landowners’ attitudes toward and experiences with the 
Greenbelt Program 





Protect environment 2.104a 7 .301 .725 .651 
Develop pressure 8.994b 7 1.285 1.462 .179 
Benefits society 5.165c 7 .738 1.488 .170 
Effective program 6.336d 7 .905 1.977 .057 
Rollback tax 6.177e 7 .882 .838 .556 
Require income 7.653f 7 1.093 1.208 .297 
Easy enrollment 5.133g 7 .733 1.603 .133 
Savings retainment 7.494h 7 1.071 .772 .611 
Without savings would sell 12.744i 7 1.821 1.705 .106 
Financially profitable 13.941j 7 1.992 1.993 .055 
Written plan 20.447k 7 2.921 3.394 .002 
Without savings manage same 4.393l 7 .628 .674 .694 
Allow fewer than 15 acres 14.361m 7 2.052 2.267 .028 
Allow more than1500 acres 10.142n 7 1.449 1.445 .186 




For the statement “I have a written forest management plan that I follow” in Question 
14, landowners in Dickson County had a significantly higher mean than those in Hickman 
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Hickman 50 2.8600  
Rhea 54 2.9444 2.9444 
Hardeman 48 2.9583 2.9583 
Chester 29 3.0690 3.0690 
Sequatchie 48 3.1458 3.1458 
McMinn 60 3.3000 3.3000 
Scott 57 3.3860 3.3860 
Dickson 62  3.5000 




For the statement “Landowners with fewer than 15 acres of forestland should be eligible 
to enroll in the Greenbelt Program” the only significant difference was between Dickson and 
Scott Counties (Table 25). Scott County’s landowners were more supportive of allowing fewer 
than 15 acres to be enrolled in the Greenbelt Program than Dickson County’s. Dickson County’s 
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Table 25. Responses regarding whether fewer than 15 acres of forest land should be eligible for 





Dickson 62 2.9516  
Sequatchie 48 3.1667 3.1667 
McMinn 60 3.2167 3.2167 
Rhea 54 3.2593 3.2593 
Hardeman 48 3.2708 3.2708 
Hickman 50 3.3400 3.3400 
Chester 29  3.5517 
Scott 57  3.5614 




Pearson correlation was used to determine if a relationship existed by acreage size. 
Significant positive correlations were found in terms of benefits to society, required income, 
financially profitable, written plan, willingness to pay fee, and allowance of more than 1,500 
acres in greenbelt. A negative relationship was found with allowing fewer than 15 acres in 
greenbelt; as acreage size increased, the attitude became more negative. Landowners of large 
amounts of land had more positive attitudes towards benefits to society, required income, 
financially profitable, written plan, willingness to pay fee, and allowance of more than 1,500 
acres in the Greenbelt Program and were less positive toward allowing fewer than 15 acres in 
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Table 26. Pearson correlation between landowner size and attitudes 
 
Total acres owned 
Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) N 
Protect environment .050 .272 487 
Develop pressure .046 .314 477 
Benefits society .095 .038 480 
Effective program .059 .194 482 
Rollback tax -.023 .618 474 
Require income .292 .000 476 
Easy enrollment -.085 .067 466 
Savings retainment .079 .085 480 
Without savings would sell .066 .154 470 
Financially profitable .181 .000 477 
Written plan .112 .016 460 
Without savings manage same -.047 .303 477 
Allow fewer than15 acres -.092 .044 478 
Allow more than 1500 acres .161 .000 474 
Obtain written plan .050 .285 467 




Owners’ Activities on Land 
Question 15 asked landowners to indicate their level of activity on their land from the 
following choices: will not do, undecided, hope to do, and have done (Table 27). Of the 
activities the landowners would not do, leasing land for hunting was the highest rated (69.9%). 
In the “have done” category, the activity with the second-highest rating (61.5%) was personal 
hunting. Most surveyed landowners preferred to hunt on their property but did not allow others 
to hunt there on a lease or fee basis. Other activities landowners had engaged in on their forest 
land included the following: maintain property boundaries (71.3%), use for personal hunting 
(61.5%), protect water quality and streams (57.3%), cut firewood (57.1%), plant trees (52.6%), 
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and plant food plots (44.6%). Only 23.7% of the surveyed landowners had conducted a timber 
sale, and 28.2% said they would not conduct one. Based on a chi-square test, significant 
differences among counties were found for the following activities: plant trees (chi-square = 
22.008, df = 7, p = .003); plant food plots (chi-square = 17.008, df = 7, p = .017); build a home 
or cabin (chi-square = 18.343, df = 7, p = .011); use for personal hunting (chi-square = 16.685, 
df = 7, p = .020); and lease for hunting (chi-square = 14.075, df = 7, p = .050). 
 
 
Table 27. Activities of forest owners on their land  
 










Plant trees 63 13.1% 79 16.4% 86 17.9% 253 52.6% 
Native grasses 95 20.5% 124 26.8% 95 20.5% 149 32.2% 
Food plots 81 17.4% 87 18.7% 90 19.3% 208 44.6% 
Control invasives 47 10.2% 100 21.7% 130 28.2% 184 39.9% 
Control insects 42 9.3% 93 20.6% 171 37.9% 145 32.2% 
Control burn 123 26.9% 140 30.6% 97 21.2% 98 21.4% 
Cut firewood 75 16.0% 80 17.1% 46 9.8% 268 57.1% 
Build home 122 25.8% 99 21.0% 91 19.3% 160 33.9% 
Sell timber 131 28.2% 114 24.5% 110 23.7% 110 23.7% 
Personal hunting 109 22.8% 40 8.4% 35 7.3% 294 61.5% 
Hunting leases 329 69.9% 83 17.6% 10 2.1% 49 10.4% 
Build roads 133 27.7% 82 17.1% 65 13.5% 200 41.7% 
Protect water 12 2.5% 45 9.5% 145 30.7% 271 57.3% 
Maintain boundary 4 .8% 20 4.2% 114 23.8% 342 71.3% 
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Landowners’ Concerns for Their Forest Land 
  Question 16 asked landowners to evaluate their concerns for their forest land on a four-
point scale ranging from “Not Concerned” as 1 and “Very Concerned” as 4 (Table 28). The 
concerns with the highest means are increased property taxes (3.37), insects and diseases (e.g., 
pine beetle) (3.0), trespassers (2.98), and estate and inheritance taxes (2.96). The concerns with 
the lowest means are extreme changes in weather (2.32), loss of markets for forest products 
(2.39), and property boundary issues (2.46). 
 
 
Table 28. Concerns regarding owning forest land 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Increasing property taxes 496 1.00 4.00 3.3690 .80589 
Insects & disease 495 1.00 4.00 2.9980 .86192 
 Trespassers 491 1.00 4.00 2.9776 .94194 
Estate & inheritance taxes 489 1.00 4.00 2.9652 1.04058 
Loss of rural land 489 1.00 4.00 2.7935 1.07518 
Natural damage 489 1.00 4.00 2.7894 .85807 
Urban sprawl 470 1.00 4.00 2.6830 1.12707 
Invasive plants 473 1.00 4.00 2.6469 .94559 
Boundary issues 484 1.00 4.00 2.4628 1.05964 
Loss of forest markets 472 1.00 4.00 2.3877 1.08066 
Extreme weather 473 1.00 4.00 2.3150 1.00640 





A MANOVA was computed to determine if county differences existed regarding 
concerns about owning land in the forest greenbelt. The MANOVA indicated at least one 
concern F(77,2374)=1.267, p=.061. Pearson correlation was used to determine if a relationship 
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existed between landowners’ concerns for their land in the Forest Greenbelt Program and 
acreage size. Significant positive correlations were found with the loss of forest markets, 
increasing property taxes, trespassers, and estate and inheritance taxes. These concerns tended 
to be higher for landowners with more acreage (Table 29). 
 
 
Table 29. Pearson correlation between landowner size and concerns for land 
 
Total acres owned 
Pearson 
Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) N 
Loss of rural land .033 .483 467 
Loss of forest markets .160 .001 456 
 Urban sprawl .039 .404 452 
Increasing property taxes .111 .016 473 
Invasive plants .031 .509 456 
Insects & disease .059 .205 471 
Natural damage .086 .063 466 
Trespassers .091 .049 467 
Extreme weather .042 .370 455 
 Estate & inheritance taxes .168 .000 467 





Location of Land  
 
Question 18 asked landowners to describe their property’s location. Fifty percent 
responded that their property was located in a “very rural” area. Only 3.2% responded that their 
property was in an urban or a suburban location (Table 30). 
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Table 30. Landowners’ perception of property location 
  Frequency Percent 
 Very rural 246 50.0 
Somewhat rural 230 46.7 
Suburban 12 2.4 
Urban 4 .8 





Assessment of Pressure 
Question 19 asked landowners to identify the degree of pressure they were facing to 
develop their property. Of those landowners, 69.5% responded that they faced no pressure. 
About a quarter (23%) said they felt some development pressure, and only 7.5% felt that they 
were facing moderate to heavy pressure (Table 31). Based on a chi-square test, differences 




Table 31. Respondents’ assessment of degree of pressure to develop property 
 Frequency Percent 
 No pressure 344 69.5 
Some pressure 114 23.0 
Moderate pressure 32 6.5 
Heavy pressure 5 1.0 
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For the chi-square test, responses were grouped into those expecting development 
pressure (30.1%) and those feeling no pressure (69.9%). County differences were found among 
surveyed landowners. In Sequatchie County, landowners were more likely (42.9%) to expect 
development pressures while landowners in Chester County were the least likely to feel such 
pressures (13.5%) (Table 32). 
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Total Yes No 
County Chester Count 32 5 37 
% within County 86.5% 13.5% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.3 -2.3  
Dickson Count 48 21 69 
% within County 69.6% 30.4% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.1 .1  
Hardeman Count 44 11 55 
% within County 80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 1.7 -1.7  
Hickman Count 40 17 57 
% within County 70.2% 29.8% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual .1 -.1  
McMinn Count 52 18 70 
% within County 74.3% 25.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual .9 -.9  
Rhea Count 38 22 60 
% within County 63.3% 36.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -1.2 1.2  
Scott Count 44 23 67 
% within County 65.7% 34.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.8 .8  
Sequatchie Count 36 27 63 
% within County 57.1% 42.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.4 2.4  
Total Count 334 144 478 










Question 21 asked landowners if they had “an estate plan transferring their forest land to 
their heir(s).” Over half (57.6%) do have an estate plan while 42.4% do not (Table 33). Based 
on a chi-square test, significant differences among counties were not found for estate planning 
(chi-square = 3.639, df = 7, p = .820). An independent sample t-test found no significant 
differences (t = 1.928, df = 421, p = .055) in average acreage between those with an estate plan 
(Mean =167.41 acres) and those without an estate plan (Mean = 116.37 acres). 
 
 
Table 33. Respondents’ with an estate plan 
 Frequency Percent 
 Yes 279 57.6 
No 205 42.4 





Future of Land 
 
Question 22 asked landowners if their land would remain as a forest in the future. While 
79.5% of the surveyed landowners assume their heirs will keep the property forested, only 5.3% 
plan to leave their property in a trust or conservation easement, and 15.2% do not have heirs 
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Table 34. Perceptions of respondents regarding future status of their forest land 
  Frequency Percent 
 Yes, heirs will keep the property together and manage as one property 255 58.9 
Yes, heirs will divide the property but will keep it as a forest 89 20.6 
Yes, I plan to leave my property in a trust or conservation easement 23 5.3 
No, I do not have heirs interested in keeping the land as a forest 66 15.2 
Total 433 100.0 
 
  





Forest landowners receive a tax-reduction benefit by enrolling their land in the 
Greenbelt Program with the tax based on current rather than appraised use. According to the 
responses to Question 23 in the landowner survey, the Greenbelt Program’s most important 
benefit was the tax savings. Based on the responses to Question 16, forest landowners were 
most concerned about loss of rural land to development, urban sprawl, estate and inheritance 
taxes, and increasing property taxes. Although we assume that there were value differences 
between the sampled and more populated counties in urban and urban interface areas, the Forest 
Greenbelt Program still resulted in substantial tax savings. This savings was further evidenced 
by 79.1% of the parcels eligible for the Greenbelt Program (whether designated agriculture, 
forest, or open space) being enrolled in the program (Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury, 
Real Estate Assessment 2012). Although they may not receive an annual income from the 
forestland, forest landowners in Tennessee are, as previously noted, enjoying the property tax 
benefits from being enrolled in the Greenbelt Program. Furthermore, they also reported that they 
would still own and manage the land if they were not enrolled in the program.  
The Greenbelt Law is effective in that enrollment is fairly easy and is implemented 
across the state. However, it is unknown whether the Greenbelt Program’s land conservation 
and protection benefits are being recognized. Question 14 of the survey indirectly addressed a 
few landowner attitudes concerning the greenbelt program. Most forest landowners agreed or 
strongly agreed with the following (Tables 20):  
• Privately owned forest land is important for protecting the environment (M=4.47) 
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• Greenbelt Program benefits society (M=4.26) 
• Greenbelt Program is effective for keeping privately owned land in forests (M=4.35) 
• The rollback tax is effective to keep landowners from selling or developing (M=3.42)  
• The savings received allows the landowner to maintain ownership (M=3.34) 
Although our small sample of the attitudes of forest landowners from eight counties with 
similar demographics does not reflect statewide conditions, approximately 71,366 acres of land 
in those eight counties are at lower risk of development by being enrolled in the Greenbelt 
Program. 
The interviews of county assessors revealed inconsistencies associated with the state law’s 
implementation on the county level regarding the Greenbelt Program’s application forms and 
FMP requirements for forest designation. Although the state’s guidance in administering the 
law has been updated several times (Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury, State Board of 
Equalization 2019), the law’s implementation by counties varies. County assessors are elected 
officials who view the state law through their own perspective and that of their county 
government. The interviews with county assessors reflected this dichotomy, especially in terms 
of the Greenbelt Program’s forest classification versus the agriculture classification. This 
variation was apparent in terms of the forest management plan’s purpose, length, content, 
author, and documentation (Table 1). Once the assessor’s office received those plans, they were 
not monitored or evaluated, begging the question of the plans’ utility for the assessor and 
landowner. The state has drafted a forest management plan template for guidance regarding a 
plan’s content (Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury, State Board of Equalization 2019), but 
it requires much more information and interpretation than the assessor desires. Some counties 
have their own individual one-page form that is state approved on the Tennessee Comptroller 
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website, see Appendix H for examples of incongruous county specific forms.  
There tends to be discontinuity as well as equity and fairness issues in the application 
process for the Greenbelt Program’s agriculture and forest designations because of the 
requirement of a forest management plan. For example, in Rhea and McMinn Counties, the 
program’s agriculture designation only requires a notarized statement that at least $1,500 of 
income is derived from the land every three years whereas the forest designation requires an 
extensive and costly forest management plan. However, there does not seem to be a barrier to 
entry or application for the forest designation with 79.1% of the eligible parcels enrolled in 
agriculture and forest greenbelt. Interpreting the forest management plan is left to county 
assessors, who are generally unfamiliar with forest management activities and do not have time 
to monitor whether a FMP is being followed.  
The Greenbelt Program’s implementation varied by county with some forest landowners 
being able to easily access tax advantages, while others encountered a more difficult and costly 
process to obtain a professionally prepared forest management plan. Thus, the lack of a 
consistent application process statewide should be addressed. Timberland is a unique asset in 
that there can be decades between cash flow incidents when timber is harvested—depending on 
size, growth rate, species and market availability. Growth rate and productivity vary widely 
across Tennessee’s many physiographic provinces according to soil type, aspect, and moisture 
availability. The requirement for a forest management plan is difficult to enforce nor is it 
consistently applied. Monitoring and enforcing a landowner’s adherence to a forest management 
plan would be extremely costly if not impossible for tax assessors. 
At the time of this study, several Tennessee counties did not report the number of 
parcels enrolled as forest land, and some counties did not require a management plan for 
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enrollment. The Greenbelt Law has been scrutinized for the Greenbelt Program’s being open to 
all Tennessee landowners and for not being based on income or demonstrated need. There is a 
disparity of greenbelt land values in rural versus urban counties. In rural counties, the current 
use value does not differ substantially from the market value because fewer development 
opportunities are involved. Therefore, landowners in urban counties see a greater reduction in 
their current use land values than those in rural counties. Less forested land in the greenbelt is 
located in urban areas. The legislated 15-acre minimum requirement affects urban areas more 
than rural areas. 
Although not anticipated or considered when this study was designed, several of the 
selected survey counties were within procurement radii of large mills. The proximity of these 
working circles and the environment that the industry provides may have influenced responses 
to county assessor questions and landowner survey answers. Counties with nearby forest 
industry in this study were McMinn and McNairy counties. 
Unfortunately, Tennessee’s Tax Aggregate Reports only reveal the number of parcels in 
farm and greenbelt designations (agriculture, forest, open space), thus not allowing for true 
gains or losses to forests or farmland to be represented and not gauging long-term enrollment of 
the affected acres. For Tennessee to adequately track the Greenbelt Law’s effectiveness as a 
conservation tool, the number of acres in the program should be tracked and published annually 
in Tennessee’s Tax Aggregate Report. Tennessee should report the counties’ total acreage in 
each property tax category, in turn making planning resources available to areas showing a loss 
of farm and greenbelt acres.  
  





The objectives of this research on the Tennessee Forest Greenbelt Program were (1) to 
evaluate landowners’ perceptions and attitudes about the program and the associated benefits and 
(2) to determine how county assessors were implementing State Greenbelt Law. Forest 
landowner surveys and county assessor interviews were conducted to gain information about the 
Greenbelt Program. 
 With approximately 80% of agriculture and forest owners enrolled in the Greenbelt 
Program in Tennessee, the most important benefit to forest owners (and presumably to 
agricultural owners) is a tax savings based on assessing current use value rather than appraised 
market value. Forest landowners’ survey responses and average county land assessment values 
verified that landowners enjoyed the tax reduction. The responses also indicated that landowners 
were supportive of the Greenbelt Law for maintaining their counties’ undeveloped land. 
Unfortunately, the survey did not directly address whether the Greenbelt Law’s intent of 
protecting undeveloped land was being fulfilled. Some responses suggested that landowners 
agreed or strongly agreed with the following: maintaining privately owned forest land is 
important for protecting the environment, the Greenbelt Program benefits society, the program 
assists in keeping privately owned land in forests, and the Greenbelt Program’s rollback tax is an 
effective way to keep landowners from selling or developing land. Perhaps the greatest point of 
agreement is that 52,981 forested acres can be assumed to be delayed from development because 
of their enrollment in the Forest Greenbelt Program in the eight surveyed counties. 
  Interviews with county assessors suggest that the Greenbelt Program’s forest designation 
is being applied differently in each county. The Greenbelt Law is implemented by elected county 
tax assessors in each county. The requirement of a forest management plan has added uncertainty 
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to the application process. Although the forest management plan does not seem to be a barrier to 
enrollment, its contents, author, and monitoring differ by county. While not a requirement for in 
applying for the program’s agriculture designation, the plan may be perceived as a disincentive 
in applying for forest designation in the Greenbelt Program. 
Readers should remember that this study examined only eight counties that had similar 
demographics for the Greenbelt Program’s forest designation; thus, results should not be 
interpreted as statewide trends. We purposely did not sample counties within the urban-rural 
interface or metropolitan, highly populated areas because of cost, barriers to obtaining forest 
parcel data, much wider disparities in market and current use land values, and greater sampling 
intensities. Thus, we recommend a much broader, well-funded study to evaluate whether the 
Tennessee Greenbelt Law is effective statewide in protecting land from development. 
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2019 Greenbelt Law Retrieved from Tennessee Annotated Code 
 
67-5-1002. Legislative findings.  
The general assembly finds that: 
(1) The existence of much agricultural, forest and open space land is threatened by pressure 
from urbanization, scattered residential and commercial development, and the system of 
property taxation. This pressure is the result of urban sprawl around urban and metropolitan 
areas, which also brings about land use conflicts, creates high costs for public services, 
contributes to increased energy usage, and stimulates land speculation; 
(2) The preservation of open space in or near urban areas contributes to: 
(A) The use, enjoyment and economic value of surrounding residential, commercial, 
industrial or public use lands; 
(B) The conservation of natural resources, water, air, and wildlife; 
(C) The planning and preservation of land in an open condition for the general welfare; 
(D) A relief from the monotony of continued urban sprawl; and 
(E) An opportunity for the study and enjoyment of natural areas by urban and suburban 
residents who might not otherwise have access to such amenities; 
(3) Many prime agricultural and forest lands in Tennessee, valuable for producing food and 
fiber for a hungry world, are being permanently lost for any agricultural purposes and that 
these lands constitute important economic, physical, social, and esthetic assets to the 
surrounding lands and to the people of Tennessee; 
(4) Many landowners are being forced by economic pressures to sell such agricultural, forest, 
or open space land for premature development by the imposition of taxes based, not on the 
value of the land in its current use, but on its potential for conversion to another use; and 
(5) The findings of subdivisions (1)-(4) must be tempered by the fact that in rural counties 
an over-abundance of land held by a single landowner that is classified on the tax rolls by 
this part could have an adverse effect upon the ad valorem tax base of the county, and 
thereby disrupt needed services provided by the county. To this end, a limit must be placed 
upon the number of acres that any one (1) owner within a tax jurisdiction can bring within 
this part. 
 
67-5-1003. Policy of state.  
The general assembly declares that it is the policy of this state that: 
(1) The owners of existing open space should have the opportunity for themselves, their 
heirs and assigns to preserve such land in its existing open condition, if it is their desire to 
do so, and if any or all of the benefits enumerated in § 67-5-1002 would accrue to the public 
thereby, and that the taxing or zoning powers of governmental entities in Tennessee should 
not be used to force unwise, unplanned or premature development of such land; 
(2) The preservation of open space is a public purpose necessary for sound, healthful, and 
well- planned urban development, that the economic development of urban and suburban 
areas can be enhanced by the preservation of such open space, and that public funds may be 
expended by the state or any municipality or county in the state for the purpose of preserving 
existing open space for one (1) or more of the reasons enumerated in this section; and 
(3) No person may place more than one thousand five hundred (1,500) acres of land within 
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any one (1) taxing jurisdiction under this part. For purposes of this maximum limit, 
ownership shall be attributed among multiple owners as follows: a person shall be deemed 
to have placed under the provisions of this part that percentage of the total acreage of any 
parcel classified under this part that equals the percentage of such person's ownership 
interest in such parcel. If a parcel classified under this part is owned by a trust, partnership, 
corporation or other artificial entity, a person to have placed under this part that percentage 
of the total acreage of the 
parcel that equals the person's percentage interest in the ownership or net earnings of the 
entity. Further, a parcel owned by an artificial entity shall be aggregated with parcels owned 
by other artificial entities having fifty percent (50%) or more common ownership or control, 
and together the parcels may not exceed the maximum acreage provided in this section. To 
the extent that a parcel of property is owned by a person who is disqualified under this 
subdivision (3), such property or portion thereof in which such person owns an interest shall 
be ineligible for classification under this part. If property is disqualified for use value 
classification solely as the result of these ownership attribution provisions, any rollback 
assessment due shall be limited to tax savings accruing after April 14, 1992. This 
subdivision (3) shall not operate to apply the maximum acreage limitation to an agricultural 
classification that the owner obtained prior to July 1, 1984. 
 
67-5-1004. Definitions. [Effective until January 1, 2020.]   
As used in §§ 11-14-201, 11-15-107, 11-15-108, and this part, unless the context otherwise 
requires: 
(1) (A) "Agricultural land" means land that meets the minimum size requirements specified 
in subdivision (1)(B) and that either: 
(i) Constitutes a farm unit engaged in the production or growing of agricultural products; or 
(ii) Has been farmed by the owner or the owner's parent or spouse for at least twenty-five 
(25) years and is used as the residence of the owner and not used for any purpose 
inconsistent with an agricultural use. 
(B) To be eligible as agricultural land, property must meet minimum size requirements as 
follows: it must consist either of a single tract of at least fifteen (15) acres, including 
woodlands and wastelands, or two (2) noncontiguous tracts within the same county, 
including woodlands and wastelands, one (1) of which is at least fifteen (15) acres and the 
other being at least ten (10) acres and together constituting a farm unit; 
(2) "Commissioner" means the commissioner of agriculture or the commissioner's designee; 
(3) "forest land" means land constituting a forest unit engaged in the growing of trees under 
a sound program of sustained yield management that is at least fifteen (15) acres and that 
has tree growth in such quantity and quality and so managed as to constitute a forest; 
(4) "Gross agricultural income" means total income, exclusive of adjustments or 
deductions, derived from the production or growing of crops, plants, animals, aquaculture 
products, nursery, or floral products, including income from the rental of property for such 
purposes and income from federal set aside and related agricultural management programs; 
(5) "Local government advisory committee," "Tennessee local government advisory 
committee," or "Tennessee local government planning advisory committee" means the local 
government planning advisory committee created by § 4-3-727; 
(6) "Open space easement" means a perpetual right in land of less than fee simple that: 
(A) Obligates the grantor and the grantor's heirs and assigns to certain restrictions 
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constituted to maintain and enhance the existing open or natural character of the land; 
(B) Is restricted to the area defined in the easement deed; and 
(C) Grants no right of physical access to the public, except as provided for in the easement; 
(7) "Open space land" means any area of land other than agricultural and forest land, of not 
less than three (3) acres, characterized principally by open or natural condition, and whose 
preservation would tend to provide the public with one (1) or more of the benefits 
enumerated in 
§ 67-5-1002, and that is not currently in agricultural land or forest land use. "Open space 
land" includes greenbelt lands or lands primarily devoted to recreational use; 
(8) "Owner" means the person holding title to the land; 
(9) "Person" means any individual, partnership, corporation, organization, association, or 
other legal entity; 
(10) "Planning commission" means a commission created under § 13-3-101 or § 13-4-101; 
(11) "Present use value" means the value of land based on its current use as either 
agricultural, forest, or open space land and assuming that there is no possibility of the land 
being used for another purpose; 
(12) "Rollback taxes" means the amount of back tax differential payable under § 67-5-1008; 
and 
(13) "State forester" means the director of the division of forestry. 
 
67-5-1005. Classification of agricultural land.  
(a) 
(1) Any owner of land may apply for its classification as agricultural by filing a written 
application with the assessor of property. The application must be filed by March 1. 
Reapplication thereafter is not required so long as the ownership as of the assessment date 
remains unchanged. Property that qualified as agricultural the year before under different 
ownership is disqualified if the new owner does not timely apply. The assessor shall send a 
notice of disqualification to these owners, but shall accept a late application if filed within 
thirty 
(30) days of the notice of disqualification and accompanied by a late application fee of fifty 
dollars ($50.00). 
(2) The assessor shall determine whether such land is agricultural land, and, if such a 
determination is made, the assessor shall classify and include it as such on the county tax 
roll. 
(3) In determining whether any land is agricultural land, the assessor of property shall take 
into account, among other things, the acreage of such land, the productivity of such land, 
and the portion thereof in actual use for farming or held for farming or agricultural 
operation. The assessor may presume that a tract of land is used as agricultural land, if the 
land produces gross agricultural income averaging at least one thousand five hundred dollars 
($1,500) per year over any three-year period in which the land is so classified. The 
presumption may be rebutted, notwithstanding the level of agricultural income by evidence 
indicating whether the property is used as "agricultural land" as defined in this part. 
(b) An application for classification of land as agricultural land shall be made upon a form 
prescribed by the state board of equalization and shall set forth a description of the land, a 
general description of the use to which it is being put, and such other information as the 
assessor may require to aid the assessor in determining whether the land qualifies for 
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classification as agricultural land. 
(c) The assessor shall verify actual agricultural uses claimed for the property during the on-
site review provided under § 67-5-1601. The assessor may at any time require other proof of 
use or ownership necessary to verify compliance with this part. 
(d) Any person aggrieved by the denial of any application for the classification of land as 
agricultural land has the same rights and remedies for appeal and relief as are provided in 
the general statutes for taxpayers claiming to be aggrieved by the actions of assessors of 
property or boards of equalization. 
 
67-5-1006. Classification of forest land. 
(a) 
(1) Any owner of land may apply for its classification as forest land by filing a written 
application with the assessor of property. The application must be filed by March 1. 
Reapplication thereafter is not required so long as the ownership as of the assessment date 
remains unchanged. Property that qualified as forest land the year before under different 
ownership is disqualified if the new owner does not timely apply. The assessor shall send a 
notice of disqualification to these owners, but shall accept a late application if filed within 
thirty 
(30) days of the notice of disqualification and accompanied by a late application fee of fifty 
dollars ($50.00). 
(2) The assessor shall determine whether such land is forest land, and, if such a 
determination is made, the assessor shall classify and include it as such on the county tax 
roll. 
(b) 
(1) In determining whether any land is forest land, the assessor of property shall take into 
account, among other things, the acreage of such land, the amount and type of timber on the 
land, the actual and potential growth rate of the timber, and the management practices being 
applied to the land and to the timber on it. 
(2) The assessor of property may request the advice of the state forester in determining 
whether any land should be classified as forest land, and the state forester shall make such 
advice available. 
(c) An application for classification of land as forest land shall be made upon a form 
prescribed by the state board of equalization, in consultation with the state forester, and shall 
include a description of the land, a general description of the uses to which it is being put, 
aerial photographs, if available, and such other information as the assessor of property or 
state forester may require to aid the assessor of property in determining whether the land 
qualifies for designation as forest land. 
(d) Any person aggrieved by the denial of an application for the classification of land as 
forest land has the same rights and remedies for appeal and relief as are provided in the 
general statutes for taxpayers claiming to be aggrieved by the actions of assessors of 
property or boards of equalization. 
 
67-5-1008. Present use valuation -- Capitalization of income method Rollback taxes -- 
Involuntary conversion of use. 
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(a)  When a parcel of land has been classified by the assessor of property as agricultural, 
forest, or open space land under this part, it shall be subsequently considered that its current 
use for agricultural or timber purposes or as open space used for neither of these purposes is 
its immediate most suitable economic use, and assessment shall be based upon its value in 
that current use, rather than on value for some other use as may be determined in accordance 
with part 6 of this chapter. It is the responsibility of the applicant to promptly notify the 
assessor of any change in the use or ownership of the property that might affect its eligibility 
under this part. 
(b)  
(1)  After a parcel of land has been classified by the assessor of property as agricultural, 
forest, or open space land under this part, the assessor of property shall record it on a 
separate list for the classified property. The assessor may record with the register of deeds 
the application for the classification of the property. However, if the assessor does not 
record the application, then the property owner shall record with the register of deeds the 
application for the classification of the property. Any fees that may be required shall be paid 
by the property owner. 
(2)  Henceforth, the assessor shall appraise the land and compute the taxes each year based 
upon both: 
(A)  The twenty-five percent (25%) of appraised value applicable to property in the farm 
classification and present use value; and 
(B)  Farm classification and value as determined under part 6 of this chapter, but taxes shall 
be assessed and paid only on the basis of farm classification and present use value under this 
part. 
(3)  The taxes computed under part 6 of this chapter shall be used to compute the rollback 
taxes, as defined in § 67-5-1004 and as provided for in subsection (d). 
(4)  The general assembly finds that value as determined under subdivision (b)(2)(B) should 
not be deemed the value of property for any purpose other than a future assessment of 
rollback taxes, because it does not determine the actual tax liability of a qualifying owner at 
the time of valuation. Accordingly, value as determined under subdivision (b)(2)(B) shall 
not be deemed determinative of fair market value for any purpose other than the 
administration of property taxes under this title. 
(c)  
(1)  A parcel of land classified by the assessor as agricultural, forest or open space land 
under this part shall be valued by dividing three (3) into the sum of two (2) times the use 
value as defined in this subsection (c), plus the farm land value as defined in this subsection 
(c). The rate of increase in per acre present use values as determined under this subsection 
(c) shall not exceed a factor measured by the number of years since the last general 
reappraisal or updating of values in the county, times six percent (6%). 
(2) (A) Use value shall be determined by dividing: 
(i)  The annual agricultural income estimate for such parcel as determined by the division of 
property tax assessment by; 
(ii)  The capitalization rate as determined in subdivision (c)(2)(C). 
(B)  For purposes of this part, "agricultural income estimate" means anticipated net return to 
land utilizing sound farming or forestry practices. In determining anticipated net return to 
land that is used for agricultural and forestry purposes, the division of property tax 
assessments shall consider farm income, or forestry income, soil productivity, topography, 
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susceptibility to flooding, rental value and other factors that may serve to determine 
anticipated agricultural or forestry income. The annual agricultural income estimate for a 
parcel of open space land shall be the same as that for the least productive type of 
agricultural land. 
(C)  The capitalization rate shall be the maximum allowable rate on loans for terms in 
excess of five (5) years guaranteed by the federal Farm Service Agency or its successor, as 
of the assessment date for the year in which the use value schedule is being developed. The 
rate may be adjusted by no more than one hundred (100) basis points to reflect differences in 
land classes within a jurisdiction. 
(3)  Farm land value shall be determined by the division of property assessments based 
solely on farm-to-farm sales least influenced by commercial, industrial, residential, 
recreational or urban development, the potential for such development, or any other 
speculative factors. 
(4)  The state board of equalization, upon petition by at least ten (10) owners of agricultural, 
forest or open space land, or upon petition of any organization representing ten (10) or more 
owners of agricultural, forest or open space land, shall convene a hearing to determine 
whether the capitalization rate has been properly determined by the division of property tax 
assessments, whether the agricultural income estimates determined by the division of 
property tax assessments are fair and reasonable, or if the farm land values have been 
determined in accordance with this section. Such hearing shall be held in accordance with 
the Uniform Administrative Procedures Act, compiled in title 4, chapter 5, part 3. The 
petition shall be filed at the office of the state board of equalization on or before twenty (20) 
days after the date the division of property assessments publishes notice of the availability of 
the proposed use value schedule in a newspaper of general circulation within the county. 
(d) (1) The appropriate assessor shall compute the amount of taxes saved by the difference 
in present use value assessment and value assessment under part 6 of this chapter, for each 
of the preceding three (3) years for agricultural and forest land, and for the preceding five 
(5) years for open space land, and the assessor shall notify the trustee that such amount is 
payable, if: 
(A)  Such land ceases to qualify as agricultural land, forest land, or open space land as 
defined in § 67-5-1004; 
(B)  The owner of such land requests in writing that the classification as agricultural land, 
forest land, or open space land be withdrawn; 
(C)  The land is covered by a duly recorded subdivision plat or an unrecorded plan of 
development and any portion is being developed; except that, where a recorded plat or an 
unrecorded plan of development contains phases or sections, only the phases or sections 
being developed are disqualified; 
(D)  An owner fails to file an application as required by this part; 
(E)  The land exceeds the acreage limitations of § 67-5-1003(3); or 
(F)  The land is conveyed or transferred and the conveyance or transfer would render the 
status of the land exempt. 
(2)  When the tax rate for the most recent year of rollback taxes is not yet available, the 
assessor shall calculate the amount of taxes saved for the most recent year by using the last 
made assessment and rate fixed according to law, and the trustee shall accept tender of the 
amount determined to be owing. 
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(3)  The amount of tax savings calculated under this subsection (d) shall be the rollback 
taxes due as the result of disqualification or withdrawal of the land from classification under 
this part. Rollback taxes shall be payable from the date written notice is provided by the 
assessor, but shall not be delinquent until March 1 of the following year. When the assessor 
determines there is liability for rollback taxes, the assessor shall give written notice to the 
tax collecting official identifying the basis of the rollback taxes and the person the assessor 
finds to be responsible for payment, and the assessor shall provide a copy of the notice to the 
responsible person. Rollback taxes shall be a first lien on the disqualified property in the 
same manner as other property taxes, and shall also be a personal responsibility of the 
current owner or seller of the land as provided in this part. The assessor may void the 
rollback assessment, if it is determined that the assessment was imposed in error, except 
there shall be no refund of rollback taxes that have been collected at the request of a buyer 
or seller at the time of sale. Liability for rollback taxes, but not property values, may be 
appealed to the state board of equalization by March 1 of the year following the notice by 
the assessor. However, property values fixing the amount of rollback taxes may only be 
appealed as otherwise provided by law. 
(4)  
(A)  If, under subdivision (d)(1), only a portion of a parcel is subject to rollback taxes, the 
assessor of property shall apportion the assessment of such parcel on the first tax roll 
prepared after such taxes become payable, and enter the apportioned amount attributable to 
such portion as a separately assessed parcel on the tax roll. 
(B)  Such apportionment shall be made for each of the years to which the rollback taxes 
apply. 
(e)  
(1)  In the event that any land classified under this part as agricultural, forest, or open space 
land or any portion thereof is converted to a use other than those stipulated herein by virtue 
of a taking by eminent domain or other involuntary proceeding, except a tax sale, such land 
or any portion thereof involuntarily converted to such other use shall not be subject to 
rollback taxes by the landowner, and the agency or body doing the taking shall be liable for 
the rollback taxes. Property transferred and converted to an exempt or nonqualifying use 
shall be considered to have been converted involuntarily if the transferee or an agent for the 
transferee sought the transfer and had power of eminent domain. 
(2)  In the event the land involuntarily converted to such other use constitutes only a portion 
of a parcel so classified on the assessment rolls, the assessor shall apportion the assessment 
and enter the portion involuntarily converted as a separately assessed parcel on the 
appropriate portion of the assessment roll. For as long as the landowner continues to own the 
remaining portion of such parcel and for as long as the landowner's lineal descendants 
collectively own at least fifty percent (50%) of the remaining portion of such parcel, the 
remaining portion so owned shall not be disqualified from use value classification under this 
part solely because it is made too small to qualify as the result of the involuntary 
proceeding. 
(3)  In the event that any land classified under this part as agricultural, forest, or open space 
land or any portion thereof is acquired by a bank, as defined in § 45-2-107(a)(1)(A), by a 
savings and loan association, as defined in § 45-3-104(a)(1), or by a holder of a deed of trust 
or mortgage in satisfaction or partial satisfaction of a debt previously contracted in good 
faith, such land or any portion thereof so acquired shall not be subject to rollback taxes 
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assessed against or payable by the bank or savings and loan association, and shall be subject 
to rollback taxes, only if the land is used for a non-green belt purpose or after such land is 
sold by the bank, savings and loan association or a holder of a deed of trust or mortgage and 
then only as provided in subsection (d). This subdivision (e)(3) shall likewise apply to the 
temporary transfer of property classified under this part to a trustee in bankruptcy. 
(4)  
(A)  If any property or any portion of the property classified under this part as agricultural, 
forest, or open space land is disqualified by a change in the law or as a result of an assessor's 
correction of a prior error of law or fact, then the property or any portion of the property that 
is disqualified shall not be assessable for rollback taxes. The property owner shall be liable 
for rollback taxes under these circumstances if the erroneous classification resulted from any 
fraud, deception, or intentional misrepresentation, misstatement, or omission of full 
statement by the property owner or the property owner's designee. 
(B)  Nothing in this subdivision (e)(4) shall relieve a property owner of liability for rollback 
taxes if other disqualifying circumstances occur before the property has been assessed at 
market value for three (3) years. 
(f)  If the sale of agricultural, forest or open space land will result in such property being 
disqualified as agricultural, forest or open space land due to conversion to an ineligible use 
or otherwise, the seller shall be liable for rollback taxes, unless otherwise provided by 
written contract. If the buyer declares in writing at the time of sale an intention to continue 
the greenbelt classification but fails to file any form necessary to continue the classification 
within ninety (90) days from the sale date, the rollback taxes shall become solely the 
responsibility of the buyer. 
(g)  For purposes of valuation pursuant to this section, the maximum acreage available for 
any one (1) owner classified as forest or open space land under this part shall be one 
thousand five hundred (1,500) acres. This subsection (g) shall operate to change the 
classification of any such land in excess of one thousand five hundred (1,500) acres that has 
been so classified under this part prior to July 1, 1984. 
(h)  Property passing to a lineal descendant of a deceased greenbelt owner, by reason of the 
death of the greenbelt owner, shall not be subject to rollback solely because the total 
greenbelt acreage of the new owner exceeds the maximum under § 67-5-1003, or will 
exceed the maximum following the transfer. Property exceeding the limit in these 
circumstances shall be disqualified from greenbelt classification, but shall not be assessable 
for rollback unless other disqualifying circumstances occur before the property has been 
assessed at market value three (3) years. 
 
67-5-1011. Land classified prior to July 1, 1984 -- Classification change in certain counties. 
 
In counties having a population according to the 1980 federal census or any subsequent 
federal census of not less than thirteen thousand nine hundred (13,900) nor more than 
fourteen thousand (14,000), §§ 67-5-1002(5), 67-5-1003(3), and 67-5-1004(7), concerning 
the maximum limit of acreage available for any one (1) owner under this part, shall operate 
to change the classification of any land which has been classified under this part prior to 
July 1, 1984.  
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National Timber Tax: Forest Property Taxation Systems in the United States 
  





























New Hampshire X X
New Jersey X
New Mexico X X
New York X X3 X




Oregon X1 X X
Pennsylvania X1









W. Virginia X X
Wisconsin X X
Wyoming X
X1Current use based on forest productivity
X2Current use based on agricultural productivity
X3Reduction in Fair Market Value (FMV)
X4 Reduction in FMV for land classified as forestland or recreational lands; 
Flat tax for land classified as agricultural & horticultural land.
X5Current use based on site productivity
Ad valorem property tax (Current Use) - 
A tax, duty, or fee which varies based on the value of the products, services, or property on which it is levied.
Flat property tax - under this system the same amount of money per acre is collected on any acre of timberland regardless of its value.
Yield Tax - is a tax on the value of the harvested timber. 
The tax is collected after the timber is harvested.
Severance Tax - is a flat tax on a specific unit of volume harvested (i.e., board feet, cubic feet, cords, tonnage etc.). 
The tax is collected after the timber is harvested. 
Note. Adapted from "Quick Reference: Forest Property Taxation Systems in the United States," October, 2019, NationalTimberTax.org
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Appendix E-2  
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     Appendix E-3 
Landowner Survey: Third Wave 
 









S/C A B C D 
45 G $1,800.00 $1,700.00 $1,600.00 $1,550.00 
45 A $1,700.00 $1,650.00 $1,550.00 $1,500.00 
45 P $1,600.00 $1,550.00 $1,500.00 $1,400.00 
 
46 G $1,500.00 $1,400.00 $1,350.00 $1,300.00 
46 A $1,400.00 $1,350.00 $1,300.00 $1,250.00 
46 P $1,350.00 $1,300.00 $1,250.00 $1,200.00 
 
54 G $1,250.00 $1,200.00 $1,150.00 $1,100.00 
54 A $1,150.00 $1,100.00 $1,050.00 $1,000.00 
54 P $1,100.00 $1,050.00 $1,000.00 $900.00 
 
62 G $1,000.00 $950.00 $900.00 $800.00 
62 A $900.00 $850.00 $800.00 $750.00 















S/C A B C D 
45 G $1,284.00 $1,284.00 $1,284.00 $1,284.00 
45 A $1,177.00 $1,177.00 $1,177.00 $1,177.00 
45 P $1,067.00 $1,067.00 $1,067.00 $1,067.00 
 
46 G $936.00 $936.00 $936.00 $936.00 
46 A $820.00 $820.00 $820.00 $820.00 
46 P $713.00 $713.00 $713.00 $713.00 
 
54 G $580.00 $580.00 $580.00 $580.00 
54 A $498.00 $498.00 $498.00 $498.00 
54 P $408.00 $408.00 $408.00 $408.00 
 
62 G $448.00 $448.00 $448.00 $448.00 
62 A $347.00 $347.00 $347.00 $347.00 
62 P $265.00 $265.00 $265.00 $265.00 
 
  





2011 Wilson County Rural Land Schedule 
 
LAND CODES A B C D 
45-G $3,200.00 $3,100.00 $3,000.00 $2,450.00 
45-A $3,100.00 $3,000.00 $2,900.00 $2,100.00 
45-P $3,000.00 $2,900.00 $2,800.00 $1,900.00 
 
46-G $2,900.00 $2,800.00 $2,650.00 $1,650.00 
46-A $2,650.00 $2,550.00 $2,450.00 $1,450.00 
46-P $2,450.00 $2,350.00 $2,200.00 $1,350.00 
 
54-G $2,350.00 $2,100.00 $2,000.00 $1,200.00 
54-A $2,000.00 $1,900.00 $1,750.00 $1,000.00 
54-P $1,600.00 $1,350.00 $1,200.00 $850.00 
 
62-G $1,650.00 $1,450.00 $1,300.00 $900.00 
62-A $1,500.00 $1,150.00 $1,050.00 $800.00 
62-P $1,100.00 $900.00 $800.00 $650.00 
 
  





2011 Wilson County Current Use Schedule 
 


































45G $108.63 6.77% $1,605 $3,210 $3,000 $6,210 $2,070 28.50% $1,611 $1,901 $1,901 
45A $94.55 6.77% $1,397 $2,794 $2,900 $5,694 $1,898 26.79% $1,497 $1,766 $1,766 
45P $81.06 6.77% $1,198 $2,396 $2,800 $5,196 $1,732 24.86% $1,387 $1,637 $1,637 
 
46G $62.27 6.77% $994 $1,988 $2,650 $4,638 $1,546 23.19% $1,255 $1,481 $1,481 
46A $49.66 6.77% $734 $1,467 $2,450 $3,917 $1,306 22.84% $1,063 $1,254 $1,254 
46P $37.96 6.77% $561 $1,122 $2,200 $3,322 $1,107 20.88% $916 $1,081 $1,081 
 
54G $20.00 6.77% $296 $591 $2,000 $2,591 $864 8.37% $797 $940 $864 
54A $15.00 6.77% $222 $443 $1,750 $2,193 $731 7.36% $681 $804 $731 
54P $10.00 6.77% $148 $296 $1,200 $1,496 $499 7.21% $465 $549 $499 
 
62G $15.00 6.77% $222 $443 $1,300 $1,743 $581 9.43% $531 $627 $581 
62A $12.00 6.77% $177 $355 $1,050 $1,405 $468 7.63% $435 $513 $468 
62P $9.00 6.77% $133 $266 $800 $1,066 $355 10.35% $322 $380 $355 
 
LAST REAPPRAISAL: 2005 
CURRENT VALUE UPDATE: 2008 
APPRAISAL RATIO: 2010 1.0000 












Tax Bill Calculations for 30 Acre Forest & Farm Property in Hickman & Wilson Counties 
 
Ex: 30ac Forest & Farm Property Wilson (2011)    
All used C development potential Rural Land Schedule 10 acres/each Current Use 10 acres/each 
45 (Crops) - P (Poor) (C) $2,800 $28,000 $1,637 $16,370 
54 (Pasture) - A (Average) (C) $1,750 $17,500 $731 $7,310 
62 (Woodlands) - G (Good) (C) $1,300 $13,000 $581 $5,810 
62 (Woodlands) - P (Poor) (C) $800 $8,000 $355 $3,550 
Appraised Value   $66,500  $33,040 
     
Appraised Value  $66,500  $33,040 
Assessment Ratio (25%)  25%  25% 
Assessed Value  $16,625.00  $8,260.00 
Tax Rate/$100  $0.025004  $0.025004 
Tax Bill = Assessed Value * Tax Rate $415.69  $206.53 
Percent Savings in Greenbelt    49.7% 
 
 
Ex: 30 ac Forest & Farm Property Hickman (2009)    
Used C development potential Rural Land Schedule 10 acres/each Current Use 10 acres/each 
45 (Crops) - P (Poor) (C) $1,500 $15,000 $1,067 $10,670 
54 (Pasture) - A (Average) (C) $1,050 $10,500 $498 $4,980 
62 (Woodlands) - G (Good) (C) $900 $9,000 $448 $4,480 
62 (Woodlands) - P (Poor) (C) $750 $7,500 $265 $2,650 
Appraised Value   $42,000  $22,780 
     
Appraised Value  $42,000  $22,780 
Assessment Ratio (25%)  25%  25% 
Assessed Value  $10,500.00  $5,695.00 
Tax Rate/$100  $0.0239846  $0.0239846 
Tax Bill = Assessed Value * Tax Rate $251.84  $136.59 














Tax Bill Calculations for 20 Acre Forest Property in Hickman & Wilson Counties 
 
Ex: 20ac Forest Property Wilson (2011)    
Used C development potential Rural Land Schedule 10 acres/each Current Use 10 acres/each 
62 (Woodlands) - G (Good) 
(C) $1,300 $13,000 $581 $5,810 
62 (Woodlands) - P (Poor) (C) $800 $8,000 $355 $3,550 
Appraised Value   $21,000  $9,360 
     
Appraised Value  $21,000  $9,360 
Assessment Ratio (25%)  25%  25% 
Assessed Value  $5,250.00  $2,340.00 
Tax Rate/$100  $0.025004  $0.025004 
Tax Bill = Assessed Value * Tax Rate $131.27  $58.51 
Percent Savings in Greenbelt    44.6% 
 
 
Ex. 20ac Forest Property Hickman (2009)    
Used C development potential Rural Land Schedule 10 acres/each Current Use 10 acres/each 
62 (Woodlands) - G (Good) (C) $900 $9,000 $448 $4,480 
62 (Woodlands) - P (Poor) (C) $750 $7,500 $265 $2,650 
Appraised Value   $16,500  $7,130 
     
Appraised Value  $16,500  $7,130 
Assessment Ratio (25%)  25%  25% 
Assessed Value  $4,125.00  $1,782.50 
Tax Rate/$100  $0.0239846  $0.0239846 
Tax Bill = Assessed Value * Tax Rate $98.94  $42.75 
Percent Savings in Greenbelt    43.2% 
 
  





County Assessor Interview Questions 
 
The following questions were used to interview county property assessors in order to evaluate 
the green belt program’s implementation: 
 
1. Management Plan Required: Yes or No 
2. Length of plan: 
3. Year started requiring a plan: 
4. Written by a professional forester: Yes or No 
5. Signed by a professional forester: Yes or No 
6. Forest management plan requirements: 
a. Aerial photograph: Yes or No 
b. Map: Yes or No 
c. Timber or Yield Inventory: Yes or No 
d. Notarized form: Yes or No 
e. Register of deeds filing fee: $   
7. Do you physically review parcels for forest greenbelt? Yes or No 
8. Do you accept parcels less than 15 acres? Yes or No 
9. Do you require landowners to adhere to the guidelines in the forest plan? Yes or No 
10. Do you monitor forest greenbelts to see if following the plan? Yes or No 
11. Do you monitor agriculture greenbelts to see if getting income from farm?                  
Yes or No 
12. Do you require IRS schedule F(Farm)-Form: Yes or No 
13. Do you keep forest management plans on file: Yes or No 
a. Do you keep F-Forms on file: Yes or No 
b. Are these documents accessible to the public: Yes or No 
14. How do you determine forest versus agriculture greenbelt? 









1992 McMinn County Application for Greenbelt – Agricultural Classification 
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1992 McMinn County Application for Greenbelt – Forest Classification 
 
 




2012 Hickman County Application for Greenbelt – Forest Classification 
 
  
   
 
 109 
2018 Hickman County Applications for Greenbelt 
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2018 McNairy County Applications for Greenbelt 
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Appendix I  
 
Example of FMP Form Letter Created by TDF for Forest Greenbelt Enrollment 
 
  





2019 State Board of Equalization Forest Management Plan Template 
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